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»j2 Loughney and Genesee 


current 


we Molné answer the First Interroge yries 


Defendant served on the plaintiffs by mail postm 


1974 pursuant to the Cc 


order and decision of the 


29, 1974. 


Interrofat 


sory 1 


(a) Plaintiffs do not know of any fem 


japplied for the job classification of purchasing 


oo ————-_ 


mation is in the control] of the defendant. Plai 


! production of documents from the defendant conta 


ae | itd 


hernary 
PseouuUuces, & 


imation by Notace 10 S,. 2 


}ly numbers 3, 4, 14, 16-21, 23-29); defendant 


; produce the docu Plaintiffs, on the basis 


developed by the York State 


' 


|i tigating shied ; mny-wide, 


| 
ji crimination a; 


elass-wide claims o 


rs Cooperative Publishi 


, that defenda female applicants. 


(ob) Not applicable. 


(c) Plaintiffs do not know of any 


applied for the job classification of ac ountant 


in the contro) of t defendant. Plaintiffs 


ale person 


female 


ANSWERS TO FIRST 
INTERROGATORIES 
PROPOUNDED BY 
DEFENDANT 

Civil 1973-: 


Valley Chapter ot 
co-president, 
Pronounced 

arked Janucary 


ourt date 


who has 


agent. The info: 


ntiffs requested 
ining this infor- 
974 (see particul 
declined 


has to 


of information 


Division of Human Rights in inves 


f employment dis- 


bell 


nz Company, 


person who hk 


> The informati 


requested produc 


infor 


\2, a tae 16-21, 23-29); defendant 


sis eallie. Plaintiffs on the basis of information developed 


|| New York State Division of Human Rights in investigating thei 
company-wide, class-wide claims of employment discrimination 
| Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, believe that defendant 
‘excluded female applicants. 
(ad) Not applicable. 
(e) Plaintiffs do not know of any female person Ww 
the job classification of computer librarian. The 
‘s in the control of the aefendant. Plaintiffs request 
production of documents from 1e defendant containins this 
tion by Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 (see parti 
numbers 2, 16-21, 23-29); defendant has declined to 
duce the documents. Plaintiffs, on the basis of infec -mation 
oped by the New York State Division or Human Rights in investigati: 
their company-wide, class-wide claims of employment discrimination 
against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, believe that defen 
Nant has excluded female applicants. 
(f) Not applicable. 
(g) Plaintiffs do not know of any female person 
applied for the job classification of truck driver. Tt infor 
tion is in the control of the defendant. Plaintiffs requeste 
duction of documents from the defendant containing thi 
by Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 (see particularly 
numbers 2, 4, 14, 16-21, 23-29); defendant has declined to pro 
duce the documents. Plaintiffs, on the basis of information 
w York State Division of Human Rights in inves 
.s-wide claims of employment discrimi: 


against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, belicye that 


ant has excluded female applicants. 
(h) Not applicable. 


(i) Plaintiffs do not know of any female person who hz 


tion Of pressman. The inform: 


—— a EERE 
—— ST aaa 
BI ee 


jis in the control of the cefendant. Plaintiffs requested pt OE ay" 
tof documents from the defend. containing, this information by | 
le 

|, Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 (see particularly numbers 


has declined to produce the 


he Ses. em Pe ae 16-21, 23-29); defendant 


i, documents. Plaintiffs, on the basis of information developed by 


j; the New York State Division of Human Rights in investigating, their 
' 

j, company~" side, class-wide -claims of employment discrimination agains 
\ 

) Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, believ: that defendant has 


! 
i'excluded female applicants. 


(j) Not applicable. 


(k) Plaintiffs do not know of any female person who has j 


\! 
I 
i! 
nen for the job classification of managing editor. The infor- 

Plaintiffs requested | 


\ mation is in the control of the defendant. 


production of documents from the defendant containing this informe 


|| tion by Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 (see pctientery 


i 
jj numbers 2, Bo Re Bs 16-21, 


{! 


i] duce the documents. Plaintiffs, 


-29); defendant has declined to pro- 


on the basis uf information ae 


in investigatin 
' 
discrimination 


| oped by the New York State Division of Human Rights 


! 
i their company-wide, 
4 

Publishing Company, believe that defend 


class-wide claims of employment 


f against Lawyers Cooperative 

- has excluded female applicants. | 
i (1) Not applicable. 

, (m), Plaintiffs believe that Antoinette Ruffner applied | 
it for the job classification of professional interviewer. Basis of | 
| puainesees" belief is Ms. Ru aer's testimony in Blowers, indivi~ 
I dually and oh behalf of ali other per 3 similarly situated Vie 

; Lawyers Cooperative Publi shing Company, et al, Civil Action 


* September 20, 1974. Plaintiffs do not know of other female person: 


i! 
_who have applied for the job classification of professional inter 


viewer. The information is in the control of the defendant. Plat: 


tiffs requested production of documents from the defendant contain 


‘ing this information by Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 


se 


declined to produce the docume 


in investigating their company-wide, class-wide claims of em 


agus developed by the New York State Division of Human 
| 


{ment discrimination egainst Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
believe that defendant has excluded female applicants. 
(n) Antoinette Ruffner, 452 Alexander street, 
Rochester, New York. ° Personnel assistant with defendant 
vers Cooperative Publishing Company, July 15, 68-August 2 
il Various oral communicatiors between Antoinette Ruffner and 
I of defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Comrany Personnel 
| partinent aQuring Ms. Ruffner ¢ dates employment. 
! (o) Plaintiffs do .« cnow of any female person 
applied for the job classification of printing personnel. The 
information is in the control of the defendant. Plaintiffs edquest 
ed production of documents from the defendant containing tnis in- 
formation by Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 (see parti- 
cularly numbers 2, * Bs ans 16-21, 23-29); defendant has declin 
to produce the documents. Plaintiffs, on the basis of information 
developed by the New York State Divisio. ».f Human Rights in inves- 
t cating their company-wide, eclass-wide claims of employment dis- 
j crimination against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, 
that defendant has exciuacu Em applicants. 

(p) Not applicable. 

(q) Plaintiffs do not know of any female person who ha 
| appiied for the job classification of systems analyst. The infor 
I pation is in the control of the defendant. Plaintiffs requested 
| lactate of docunents from the defendant containing this infor 
jj tion by Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974 (see particula 
| numbers , os a 14, 16-21, 23-29); defendant has declin: i to pr 
| duee the documents. Plaintiffs, on the basis of informat i 
| oped by the New York State Division of Human Rights in invest 
i their comoany-wide, class-wive claims of employment discriminat i 
ij against Lawyers C sjyerative Publishing Company, believe that 


male applicar 


‘ay plicable. 
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(s) Plaintiffs do net know of any female person who 
for the job classifications of “certain machine opera 
is in the control of the defendant. Pla.nti 
jrequest d production of documents from the defendant contain 


\i 


= informatior y ytic Produce, dated February 8, 197 
| particularly numbers 2 is , 16-21, 23-29); defendant ! 
| 

declined t rodu ie documents. t f: ym the basis 
as 


| 


_ inv: 


ment dis 


Not applicat 
Plaintiffs bel.j.> that Eula Lee Blowers app! 
the managerial yosition of “manager of editoria services" 
s of this 

Blowers has filed with e New York 

and/or this Court charging company-wide, class-wide discrimir 
4n employment: >laintiffs do not know of other female perso 
have applied for managerial positions. The information is 


control of the defendant. Plaintiffs requested production 


oe trom the u fendant n‘ i this information by 


jProduce, dated February 8, 1974 (see particularly numbers 2, 
ndant has declined to produce the d< 
of information devel ped by the 
‘nvestigating 
srimination against 


that defendant 
' ' 


applied for the job classifications of "all positions above 


| 
ae level". he information is in the control of the def’ 
i 
| 


Plaintiffs requested production of documents from the defend=nt 


| containing this information by Notice To Produce, dated Febr 
‘og (see particularly hia 2, 3, 4, 14, 16-21, 23-29); a 
jant has declined to pr -é the documents. Plaintiffs, on 

fos of information developed by the New York State Division « 
ome Rignts in investigating their company-wide, class-wide 
lof employment discrimination against Lawyers Cooperative Pubi 


(x) Not applicable. 


| 

| 

| (y) Plaintiffs do not know of a Particular female 
' 

iAny female person who has the experience and/or educational b 
! 
' 


| ground for the position or who could acquire the experience or 


jeducational background is qualified. This information is in 


control of the defendant. Plaintiffs have requested prod: 


op job descriptions of the various positions at Lawyers Coo; 


iDefendant has declined to produce the information. Plaintiff: 


‘the basis of information developed by the New York State Divi 


HI 
0 
{claims of employment discrimination against Lawyers Cooperat 
Publishing Company, believe that defendant has excluded femnl 
| 

‘apa from the job of purchasing agent. 

(z) Not applicable. 

‘, 


(aa) Plaintiffs do not know of a particular female 


iis qualified to hole the job classification of accountant. Any 


it 
! 


“emale person who has the experience and/or educational back 


“ 


' . ' Py 
for the position or who could acquire the experience or edu 


, backyrounld is qualified. Tnis information is in th mnbrs 


(w) Plaintitfs do not know of any female person who 


Company, believe that defendant has excluded female applicants. | 
is qualified to hold the job classification of purchasing agent. 
Pubs shing Company in Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 197! 


of Human Rights in investigating their company-wide, class-wide 


> 


; tions of the various positions at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
‘Company in Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974. Defendant 
has declined to produce the information. Plaintiffs, on the dasis 
of information developed by the New York State Division of Human 
| Rights in investigating their company-wide, class-wide claims of 
! employment discrimination against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
;Company, believe defendant has excluded female applicants 
from the job of accountant. 
(ob) applicable. 
(cc) Plaintiffs 2 not know of a parti 
qualified to hold the job classification of compu 
son who has the experience and/or educational back 
ground for the position or who could acquire the experience or edu 
' cational background is qualified. This information is in the 
i trol of the defendant. Plaintiffs have requested production or 
job descriptions of the various positions at Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company in Notice To Produce, dated February 8, 1974. 
| Defendant has declined to produce the information. Plaintiffs, on 
| the basis of information developed by the New York State Division 
lor Human Rights in investigating their company-wide, class-wide 
t. 
| elains of employment discrimination against Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company, believe tht defendant has excluded female 
applicants from the job of computer librarian. 
(dd) Not applicable. 
| (ee) Plaintiffs do not know of a particular female that 
lis qualified to hold the job Classification of truc}: driver. Any 


il J 


it ' . ; ! 
;} female person who has the experience and/or educational background 
Ht ' t 


| 

i for the position or who could acquire the experience of educationa 
i 

| 


background is Qualified. This information is in the control 
4 

; the defendant. Plaintiffs have requested production of the job 
descriptions of the Various positions at Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 


lishing Company in Notice To Produce, daced rebruary 8, 1974. 
} 


1Defendant has decline produce the information. Plal 


+ 
uu 


claims of employment discrimin 


Publishing Company, 


applicants from the job of truck driver. 


(ff) Not applicable. 


(eg) Plaintiffs a par 


is qualified to hold the job classification of 


h 


1 c 


female person who has the experience and/or edu 


for the position the 


exper 


|; background is qualified. 
5 


the defendant. 
descriptions of 
dated 


lishing Company in Notice To Produce, 


Defendant has declined to preduce the informat 


the basis of information developed -by the New York State 


o 


of Human Rights in inves 


tigatin 


+ 
uv 


yment discrimi i 


claims of emplo 


3 | ie) 


o 


Publishing Company, believe that defendant ha 


applicants from the job of pre 


SSman. 


(hh) Not applicable. 


(11) Plain Loughney velieves 


Brooks and Ann Vann are female persons who are 


the job classification of managing editor. 


s bac 


lief is plaintirr Lousnney's knowledge of 


Ployment with the defendant as 


other particular females who are qualified to 


managing editor, Any female who has 
Sing 


person 


| educational backgrounc OSition or who 


p 


experience or educational background is qu2liti 


tion is in the control of the defendant. Plai 


of the 


production Job descriptions of the vari 


Lawyers Cooner 


heir company-: 


ation against Lawyers Coopera 


believe that defendant has excluded f 


the various positions at Lawyer 


their company-si 


n against Law 


that 


The 
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the 


State Divi 
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wid 
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LicwuEia female th: 


prs 


ience or educati 


Cooperative 


BD, 1974. 


ion Plaintiffs, 


Divis 
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¥¢rs Cooperative 


ied female 


laa S 
weeks, 
qQuaiitied to hold 
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pc 
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February 8, 1974. Defendant has declined to produce the 
tion. Plaintiffs, on the basis of information cevcloped 
New York State Division of Human Rights in investigating their 


! company-wide, class-wide claims of employment discrimination 


ceeens eres Ce OTS 


{against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, 


~ 


ee) 3 pa 
ene eae 


oO 


; ant has excluded female applicants from the job of m 


(jj) Ruby Weeks, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New 


— 
oO 
ry 


editor; Ilelen Brooks, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 


i aii wkd ae eT 


editor; Ann Vann, Rochester, 


(kk) Plaintiffs believe that Antoinette Ruffner is 
qualified to hold the job classification of professional inter- 


viewer. Plaintiffs' belief is based on Ms. Ruffner's testimony 


Eula Lee Blowers, individually, and on behalf of all other 


similarly situated v. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, et 


Civil Action 1973-47, September 20, 1974. Plaintiffs do not 


e 


have knowledge of other females who are qualified for the position. 


Any female person who has the experience and/or educational back 
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ground for the position or who could acquire the experience or 


educational background is qualified. This information is in the 


| 


control of the defendant. Plaintiffs have requested production 


of the job descriptions of the various positions at Lawyers Coop¢ 


ative Publishing Company in Notice To Produce, dated February 8 


1974. Defendant has declined to produce the information. 

tiffs, on e s of information developed by the New York Stat 

Division of Human Rights in investigating their company-wide, 

class-wide claims of employment discrimination against Lawyers 

Cooperative Publishing Company, believe that defendant has exc 

ed female applicants from the job of professional interviewer. 
(11) Antoinette Ruffner, 452 Alexander Street, 

#3, Rochester, New York - personnel 


rticular femal] 


1e 


ground for th 
educational bac 


the 


control of 


Division 


wide claims 


tive 


applicants 


is qualified 


Any female 


ground for sition or 


po 


educational 


Veo ny 
backgrounc¢ 
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control f the defendant. 
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the job descriptions o! 


tive ruvisvil 


Ligy Vr} 


1974. 


Defendant 


snate 
JAS iw 


tiffs, on the 
Wivision 


wide els 
tive Publishin 
from 


applicants 


(pp) 


(aq) 


is qualified to 


operators 


i acquire 


"printing personn 


‘hi 


the experience or 


sc information is in the 
requested production 
dated 


information. 


by the New York St 


el" 


articular female 


of systems analyst. 


sndfor educational 
a 


the experience or 


information is in the 


have requested productio 


for 


r 


ait 
> Lt 


ions at Lawyers 


Coor 
dated February 


the information. P 


sed by the New York: 5t 


a particular female 


"certain machine 


m 


the experience and/or edu- 


acquire 


¢ 


production of the job descriptions of the various positions at 
tooperative Publishing Company in Notice To Produce, dated 
1974. Defendant has declined to produce the informa- 
of information developed by the 
Division of Human Rights in investigating their 
of employment discrimination 
Company, believe that de- 


from the jobs of "certain 


ss) Plaintiff Loughney believes that Eula Lee Blowers, 


Jancy Loughney, Helen Broo} id Mary Carey are particular nine 


perso who are qualified to hold "managerial positions" at Lawyer: 
Cooperative Publishing Company. The basis of plaintiff Loughney's 
belicf is her knowledge of the long employment of these females 

=] Oo PS 
with Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. Plaintiffs do not 
know of other particular females who are qualified for the posi- 
tious. Any female person who has the experience and/or education-, 


! 
al backgr id for the positions or who could acquire the experienc: 


\ 
or educational background is qualified. This information is in th 
control of the defendant. Plaintiffs have requested production of 


the job descriptions of the various positions at Lawyers Coopera- 


tive Publishing, Company in Notice To Produce, dated February 8 
1ed to produce the information. 


tion developed by the New York 


discrimination against Lawyers Coopers 
‘ompany, believe that defendant has exclud 


jovus of "managerial positions". 
la Lee Blowers, 50 Joanne Drive, Rochester 


Ndvance Reading Department; Helen Broot 


editor; Mary Carey, 


\uu) Plaintiffsido not know of a particular female 
is qualified to hold the Job classifications "positions above 
gerial level". Any female person who has the experience and/c 
educational background for the positions 
experience or educationa background is qualified. 

1 tion is in the control of tie defendant Plaintiffs have r 


production of the job descriptions positions 
awyers Cooperative Publishing C in Notice To Produce, da 
February 8, 

ision of Human Rights in inves 
class-wide claims of employment discrimination against Lawyer 
Cooperative Publishing Company, believe tnat defendant has ex 


female applicants jobs “positions above managerial 


level". 


(vv) Not applicable. 


Interrozatory 2 


, 


(a) Plaintiffs believe that all female employees of 
Lawyers Cooperative t } & Company who have been limited in 
employment opportunities by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
paaceu itt aii~Lemale, ghetto departments hav 
in low, menial job classifications and r ired to 
high, technical and profession: caliber and classific 


basis of this belief is the investig ion of plaintiffs' company- 


wide, class-wide claims o ceupsoyient Giscrimination against Law 


yers Cooperative Publishing by the New York State Divisi 


of Human Rights. For example, females employed in the Advance 
Reading Department have veen classified "clerical" while perfor: 
ing work of high, technical and profession: iber and cla 


cation. Plaintiffs believe that there ar ; ®r classification: 


besides the "female rhe rlassificat S where female employee: 


have 


defendant. 


the production of this information in Notice To Produce, dated 


February 8, 1974. Defendant has declined to produce this informa- 


tion. 


knowledge of the fication anc © OF the following female 


that they have b laced in low, menial job classifications 


technical and profess 


editorial aide; Patricia 

indexing 
S, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
Beth Cochran, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
specialist; Nancy Loughney, 1 Aqueduct Street 


*t administration co-ordinator; Mary 


hochester, New York - indexing 
1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
New York editorial specialist; Elizabeth Dixon, 1 Aqueduct 
!Rochester, New Yor intiff Loughney believes, editorial 
cialist; Mary ircy, 1 Aqueduct Stree Rochester, New York - 


plaintiff 


1 Aqueduct Street ‘hes New Y - plaintiff Loughney bel: 
editorial specia'l i ; Ma Nazeotte Aqueduct Street, Rochester 


New York - library correspondent. 


interrosat 


(a) aintiffs ‘lieve that defendant maintains a polic 


' practice, F. m and usage ’ filling only certain jobs with women! 


and certain other joos nen. Those jobs include, without in- 
tending to limit, the j S which have bcen identified by she New 
York State Division o: an Rights as the “women's work" jobs in 


the female gnetto departments. Plaintiff's believe that there ar 


« 


Other st i jobs information is in the control of the defernd- 
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<n maaan. I EE DSTO ch a net en a ti tal ma 


lieve the New York State Division of Human Rights has comp: 


aries of women employees with the salaries of men employees 


4jlar situations, has compared the job title and Classification «¢ 


ot em 
| 
Ti ' 
| { 
\ | 
I j 
ijant. Plaintiffs have made due demand for the production of thi 
i Shay one ie 3 9 
|! 4nformation in Notice To Produce, dat i February 8, 1974. I 
| i 
ti : : a ; Es : { 
. jj ant has declined to produce that information. (Female ghett t 
‘ ' 
i! \ 
|} partments identified by the New York State Division of Hu 
i i 
| to date, include Advance Reading, Transcribing, Editorial-C : 
‘ | | 
i Testing, Citation Testing, Orcer ’rocessing, Customer Recor ; ~ 
i 
1 lection, Schedule and Control, Accounting. On the basis of j; ' 
i 
4 tiff Lougnney's work and/or knowledge of work performed, the “ 
lj } 
\ ; ‘ P 
ij ed classifications also include indexing specialists, edit 1 
| 
' and product adi tration co- jinator | } 
| = } 
I pee ‘ 
| (b) Plaintiffs have used and believe that the Ne ; 
} 
'State Division of Human Rights has used in its analysis of cp} oat 
| =) J | 
| 
! A , , itil 
|| ment practices of defendant an examination of the background, L1 
iy | 
oe and experience of female employees compared to th } 
| ground, skills, education and experience of male employees - 
| 
| * * fo 2 car H 
= the same or similar work. Plaintiffs have and plaintif: { 
° } | 
' B | 
! 
i 
! 
' 
j 
‘ 


| 
' 
WUllie¢hh CiipaoOYyees ald wen elipsoyeers in Siliitdar Work Sitvualions 

| t J J 

} 

1 

{ 

I 


analysed the exempt and non-exempt 


! i‘ e | 


aE eesaress in similar situations and has analysed the salar; 


classifications of men ard + Tr 


] 
iiment history of women and men employees in similar situation . 11 
| 8 ' 


i lie eh ' 6, vee ne his at’ 

to the. ¢: tt that : 2 } tly av: J 

! 

}plaintiffs. As previously noted, the information is in the « i! ] 
‘ 

| 

; | 

of the defendant. Plaintiffs have made due demand for the pr ic- 

! 


‘tion of this information in Notice To Produce dated February 


‘Defendant has declined to produce the information. | 


. Ys ' 
\ | 
Interrogatory 4 
" ‘ ‘ a a) . ~ : ‘ 
’ ' (a) Plaintiffs believe that defendant has low-pry 
jobs. ‘he basis of plaintiffs’ belief is the analysis of t 
ployment ¢ ! ( tie t ) oO iefendan 


Lik Cubpad Coy ieoean AMPOL Lena pt make Chip ay oe, tO Line ‘ 


(f) Plaintiffs believe those Jobs include the jobs in 


those departments whic he New York State Division of Human Rights 
has identified as the s i >m : ghetto departinents - Advance 


m 


Reading, Transcribing Editori , Testing, Citation 


ws 


, Collection, Schedule 
r ins clerk and editori 
‘lieve there are other 


ele 
the control of the defendant. 
the production of this information 
ice, dated February 8, 1974. Defendant has ce- 
the information. 
hat defendant has designated 
in jobs for women and has placed low salaries for those 
classifications on those jobs, for example, 


clerical for a job such as advance reading 


ional caliber, and has limited advancement of females fron 


(h) Plaintiffs believe those jobs include the jobs 


se departments which the New York State Division of Human 


{ 


ified as the jobs in female ghetto departments - Advance 


Cri 


Reading, Transcribing, Editorial-Clerical, Testing, Citation Te 


tine. Order Processing Customer Records, Collection, Schedule 
: —) > > 
, ialist, indexing clerk and editori:< 


intiff's -believe there are other such 
the control of the sstenmauk. 
xr the production of this informatiun 
February 8, 1974. Defendant has ae- 
the information. 
laintiffs velieve that defendant has desi 
women and has placed low salaries for those 
those jobs, for exunmple, the classifica-' 


such as advance rending which is pro- 


reorient of females fron 


has identificd as the jobs in female gnetto departmen 
Reading, Transcribing, Editorial-Clerical, Testing, Ci 


Order Processin 
and inde: met iali< Kir 
Control and Accounting ai irfs 2lie. shere are her 


ner 


ing, 
; jobs. The informattion is i c 2 defendar 
(tiffs have made due dem: e production of this inf 

by Notice To Produc c ‘d February ¢ 1974. Defendant has 


‘clined to produce > information. 


a+ she 


i cluded from all training programs of the defendant. 


| plaintiff's information is the investigation of the 
: class-wide employment discrimination complai 
the New York State Division of Human Rights. That investigat 
found that "Women are eliminated from apprenticeship training... 
There have been no efforts to include women in the Apprenticcst! 
| Training Program." Plaintiff Loughney has made due demand on t} 
defendant to produce information on each of the apprenticeshi; 
training programs by Notice To Produce dated February 8, 1974. 


Delendanv aS GECLilicu bu plouksce eich Abli vail aii. 


(b) Plaintiffs belleve that females are excluded 
‘ : . 
training programs at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 
for their belief i the investigation of the company-—wi 
class-wide employment discriminat 1 cor Aints which they 
the New York State Division of Human Rignts. That investiga 
found that "Women are eliminated from apprenticeship training. 
There have been no efforts to include women in the Apprentic 
Training, Program." ai ‘fs have made due demand on the def 
ant to produce information on each of the apprenticeship or 
ing programs by Nottee To Produce dated February 8, 1974. 
ant has decline 
ieve that fei 'S are excluded 


trainings a ett , Ci rrative Puoli 


the company-wide, 

plaints which they made to 

That investigation 

found that “Women are Lisi 1 f ipprenticeship training... 
There have bee ffort:s ‘ ie women in the Apprenticeship 
Trainings Program Plainti 3s have ile due demand on the defend- 
ant to produce fort C c * the apprenticeship or 
ing program ce Te tee dated February 8, 1974. 

ition. 

ide, class-wide 

plaints of discrimi: on fi i with the New York State Divis 
Human Rights or pe int be t his Court and on the basis of 
plaintiff Loughney's work experier plaintiff Loughney believes 
that Eula Lee Blowers, ine Drive, Rochester, New York was 
excluded from training in mani, ment, that Maureen O'Halloran, 
| Aqueduct Street, Rochester lew York has been excluded from trai 
ing in indexing hat inette Geith, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochest 
New York, has be >xcluc from training in the editorial-cle 
| department, that Pz I g, Johns, Suzanne Petsos and Beth Coch- 
ran, 1 Aqueduct Street ftochester, New York, have been excluded 


from training in t! indexins, department. 


has sought classification a 
, editorial : ec i ist taliey Proofs writer, correspondent a 
ing speci 
the classification of 
* torial spcci ist i irio conversati s with her supervisor, 
‘Leonard Reiser mas Gosnell and William Shipley, at various 
between August, 19 50 date. | ff Loushney sought the 
sification of Galley Pr f write ’ ‘ to personnel direc 
Donald Bennett t i t ) rv irly sprinz, 


Plaintiff rhne} siytht sif jo: f correspond 


| 
| 
| 
| 


the 
various t 
sificati 


and Willi 


plaints pending 

Division 

many female persons hat soug assignment ob classificati 
that are either >" supervisory or management or 


have that ‘ientation but have been 


' assignment C ) La ifications nat are either care 

visory or management oriented or h > these orientation: 

the defendant has denied such classification to women 

The information is in the control of the defendant. Plaintif 


‘made due demand for the production of that information by Noti 


LY 


‘fo Produce, dated February 8, 1974. Defendant has declined t 


produce that information. All of the named plaintiffs in Blowe 


t 


{ndividually, and on behalf of all other persons similarly 


|v. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, et al, Civil Actic 


Lougnney ana N.U.w. Vv. Lawyers Vooperative rublishing, Company 


Civil Action 1973-233; and Nageotte anc 
‘ 
Lawyers Cooperative Publi © Company, Civil Ac 


are included in this 


Interrogatory 7 
(a) Plaintiff Loughney has sought classification as 
editorinl specialist, Galley Proofs writer, correspondent and 
dexing specialist. 
(bo) Plaintiff ussnney sought the classification of 
editorial specialist in conversations with her supervisor 


Leonard Reiser, Thomas Gosnell! id William Shipley, at various 


times, betwee: isust } Lo Plaintiff Loughney sought 


director Dunald Ucnnett, 


1969. 


Plaintiff Loughney 


sousht 
dent throush conv 
Prank Ford between October 
Loughney ht the 
conversations at various, times | 
receiving that classification 


Reiser, Thomas Gosnell and Wi 


that 
D. ‘endant has 

(d) On the 
she believes that the 
as outlined 
Joanne 


Blowers, 50 


manager of e 


Petsocr 7 Any ? + Ctwans n 


indexing specialist; Cindi Knep; 
‘ 
York sougnt th 


accountir 
administration 
New 


Rochester, 


of indexing specialist; Carol 


New York sought the job of inde 
editorial aide; Ann Daverin, 1 / 
sought th job of Cesting or cit 
ist, the job of co iT nde 9 
Loughney 9 l Aquedu t St reet : 


producti 


Gated J 


basis of | 


co-ordinator; au 


ine 


ri tion of corrs i 
j r, John Wright nd 
iber, 1974 Plaint f 
n ) lalist t ! 
ust, 1959 to dat 
l t } itn Le | 
k « 
{ Pr oF 
im ft tro] :. 4 
nd for tt product i rt 


rmat 
r 
ough . work expe! r 
3, in addition to h lf 
Ir’ promot } Eula Lee 
York sought the job of 
2n, 1 Aqueduct Sty 


v ' ‘ ‘ 


ind the job of pro 
ialloran, 1 Aqueduct ‘ 
lexin™ clerk and th ’ 
Aquedu Street, R te 
list and the job of 


otreet, Rochester Y 
h job of indextir 

Fi ee clerk; Nan 
lew Yor) mumht th ‘ 


Interrosatory 8 


(a) On the basis of her work experience, plaintif?r 


ms 


Le hney >licves that the following mile employees perform the 


i ; 
| , 
. » SAme Or ‘milar work as she does and believes that the male emol 
' 
1, ec rr naid more for the same or similar work: Robert Gascoyne 


ter. New York; Donald Evins, 1 Aqueduct 


3 P 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, I 
. Ssreet, Rochesver, § 47 York; Donald Vaccaro, 1 Aqueduct Sir £3 
' Rochester, New York; Jemes Isham, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
i 
il New York; Loc! Bounds, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York; 
i 
|) William Thomey, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York; Leonard 
a * 
i! 
}' f » @& Par} a4 " Now Y¥ lees . Ror } 
! Reiser, 1 Aqueduct Strect, hochestecr, Neen York; Job Sandoval, 1 


| Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
{ 

i! 

i Street, Rochester, New York; Al Bock, 1 Aqueduct Street, Roc 
{ 

| 

| New York. 

' 

J 


receive less pay than male employees for the same or similar wo 


The basis of that 
complaints again 


| 
| Division of Human Rights and this Court. The 
! 


| 
pare of the defendant. 


the information has been made by 


eynor 
2 ApeL 


(c} On the basis of plaintiff Loughney's work 


' 

he, 1974. The defendant has declined to produce the 
! . 

H 


that, in addition to herse f, the following esp 


‘ 
i she believes 


are paid less for performing the 


Suzanne Petsos, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 


chert, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York; Nancy Lougnney, 


Aqueduct 


New York; Donald Barrett, 1 Aqueduct 


belief is the investigation of the discriminat 
st the defendant pending before the New York Sta 


information is in 


i (b) Plaintiffs believe that female employees as a class 
| 
| 


Due demand of the defendant to produce 


information. 


fence 


same or similar work as males: 


Notice To Produce, dated february 


Rochester, New York; Mary Inrianetti, 1 Aqucduct Strect, Rocheste 
~ 

New York; Elizabeth Dixon, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New Yor 

ary Carey, | Aqueduct Strect, Rochester, Wew York; Carol Masley, 
. 

1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, Now Yort:; Cindi Knapp, 1 Aqu juct 


,e@re entitled. 


Vageotte, 1 Aqueduct. Street, Roches 


information developed in t! 


the employment discrimination complaints agair 
iding before the N fork State Division of 
this Court, plaintiffs believe that the defend 
fostered an atmosphere in the employment situation calcul 
harass, emoarrass and humiliate women employees and to ké« 
yVer in it ~ reall ‘ ( \ nine ~ 
employees in "their pl] e" by (1) inquirins of pr« £4 


employees at 


female has read, the outside activities of the 


tions of the 


female, the 


female, whether the female is married, and if 


plans for marriage; if married, and no children, plans f 


if children, plans for childcare. The defendant has pers 


esstomarily observe women employees and take note of when 


the restroom or when they move within their departments or 


departments of the company. Plaintiff Lougnney has been, 


other women employees, subjected to a pre-employment phy: 


a female synecolosist which anpeared to have no other purpc¢ 


to determine whether she was pregnant, whett.er she had any 


to be pregnanttand whether she had any 


with her menstrual cycle. Defendant maintains and 


enfor< 
code which applies only to its women enployees. Def: 


to substantiate criticisms of female employees. Def 


arbitrarily denied female employees increases to whic 


wage 


-fencant has declined to give female enpi« 


accurate information on jobs and/or 


fendant intains dis 


trriminatory pay scales and job clas: 


for woimen. Defendant has physi 


’ 


wonen e:nployees are grouned on cert 


tures and furniture so that fennle employees can |} 


the time of employment application of the book 


medical problems as: 


Cs 


.) 


es) 
f. 


a 


} 
‘ 

' 
LOMS 
' 

‘ 

‘ 

+ ‘ 


revents supervisors from seeing what she has on her desk. 
Defendant ke ; strict account of the hours ke female 
oes but does not do so for male em yyees Defendants have 
lated to employees and to the public inaccurate and misleadins 


£ 


information on the substance, scope and resw s of investigations 
r 


company-wic ass-wide emplo n iscrimination at 


attacned hereto 


discrimination 
of 
notes have 
in the proof room, advance 
‘or brief epitomizing. 

(c) On the basis information developed in the 

of the discrimination 
New York State Division 


| plaintiffs believe that the personal, private 


‘Blowers, 50 Joanne Drive, Rochester, New York, 


2 


1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 


»palig Get 
believe that the personal, private property of employces 


4a 


‘Advance Reading Department has also been examined by company 
(d) Plaintiffs believe that Fred Romano, 1 Aqueduct 
Street, Rochester, New York, occunies most of his time 
Cooperative Publishing Company observing the actions of 
ployees. 
(e) Plaintiffs believe that lary Hdageotte, 1 Aqu 
Street, Rocnester, new York, has been denied wage increases to 


which she is wise entitled. Plaintiffs believe tnat there ar 


Mave been denied wase increases to 


Plainti 


n 


" s - . . : : 
production of that information by Notice To Produce, dated Pebruar 
1 


8, 1974. Defendant has declined to produce that information. 
(f) There is no paragraph 16(1) of the complaint about 


information in this interrogatory. 


I r it er ro e 2 a. yt *Y 
Antoinette Ruffner 52 Alexander Street Avartment 3 
> . wa , 


, } aT 
} Rochester, New 


interrogatory 11] 
1) Schweitzer's Medicz dex (four-volume publica 
on or about 3/27/72. 
2) AID Index - completed spring of 1972. 
3) ALR indexes - 


Job Numbers Approximate Dates 
4568 tk /26/72 

5049 4/26/72 

4381 4/2T7/72-5/2/72 
4968 5/2/72 

5011 6/23/72-6/28/72 
4213 7/6/72 

4972 8/24/72 

4916 8/28/72 

4462 8/29/72-9/14/72 
3946 8/30/72-10/11/72 
4753 10/ 30/72-11/28/72 
4365 8/7/73-8/15/723 
5020 8/2 3/7 3-8/28/73 
3934 9/18/73-9/27/73 
5333 10/26/73 

S48 10/29/73 

1561 10/29/73 

5417 12/10/73-12/11/7 
4938 

1926 12/14/73 

1585 1/8/ (4-1/24/74 
4727 1/28/74-2/7/1' 
1632 1/29/74-2/7/74 
1568 2/N/74-2/12/74h 
1985 2/26/74-3/5/74 
5104 3/13/74-3/27/74 
1913 3/22/ 74-4 /5/74 
2040 W/290/7N-S/I/ 74 
1750 4/29/74-5/8/74 
1536 5/8/74-5/20/74 
5026 6/6/7"-6/12/7% 
4899 6/17/74-6/21/74 
4867 6/19/74-6/25/7 
2174 6/28/74 

202 6/23/74 

2142 8/12/74-8/22/7! 
SHOR Qsi hsv + wae Be 


pp 
or 


ovU 


5019 8/29/Th-9/ 
4360 8/29/7 
2099 8/29/74 
5226 C a 


even 


10/12/72 
1/3/74 
4/5/74" 
8/5/74- 
4/30/74- 
4/30/74 
6/7/74 
6/17/71": 
6/17/71- 
10/10/74 


2d Indexes 


9/20/73 
W/B/7T4-N/: 
11/21/74 

Job #6934 

Job #6352 - 6/8/72-6/23/7: 
6/28/7/2- 
services Law 

| 


- Job #6863 - 


li) Res Ipsa Loquitur - Job #6515 - 8/2/72-8/22/72 |. 
12) wl 2 = Schveituer Medt il Book - 8/3/72 
' 
' 
13) Am 3 ‘rim Index - Job #7048 - 9/25/72-8/17/73 


14) Mississ ppi i itary Just e Code ob #6028 ~- 
10/20/72 


\ D 
Re BS 


10/24 


| 
| 
| 


Williston on Sales - Job #6216 - 10/30/73 
26 - Income Tax - 2/12/74-2/20/74 
19) NY Jur, new sections - Job #6614 -— 3/25/74 
20) CLS - Banking, Law - Job #7288 -— 4/16/7%-"/19/74 
21) Carr's Missouri Case Pinder -— Job #7441 - 8/15/74- 


11/13/74 


Intcrrogatory 


| 
| 
: 
| 


August ole t ¢ - Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Compan} 


1} Aqueduct Street, Rochester New York, between 8:15 a.m. and 


i 
i 4:45 p.m. on working 


Interrogatory 13 


Struck by court order. 


Interrogatory 14 


Mary Nageotte, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York; 


Patricia Loughney, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New. York. 
> 2 > > 


Interrogatory 15 


Eula Lee Blowers, 50 Joanne Drive, Rochester, New York. 


Tnterrncatory 16 


Mary Nageotte, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York; 
! Patricia Loudghney, 1 Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York; Eula 


i ) , 
tee Blowers, 50 Joanne Drive, Rochester, New 


VOC>5 


Interrogatory 17 


Philippa Bissell, 2770 Clay Road, Lima, New York. 


Interrogatory 18 


Struck by court order. 


Interroyatory 19 


Struck ty court order 


Pp 


ii ~ —_f 
| Pt: Cf it Pa C-¢ ere Saat 
: PATRICIA LOUCHNEY CG / 


i?) 
o 
= 
= 
re 
Oo 
>} 
S. 
et ere 
wn 
“ 


nw CIT OF ROCHEST: 

{ 

{! Patricia Loughney, being duly sworn, according to law, say 
#that she has read the foregoing Answers to Interrogatories. The 


Same are true to her own knowledge except where stated on informa- 


tion and belief and as to those answers she believes them to be 


Sworn to before me t 
<a 
19 7/ 


{ SiS . Sere Paes | 

H at Nt es $ Marcce Co. 
— 

" Fat ot 0* T3 tee a>. 1SRA, 


! UNTY | MONROE } (58% 


. ; ‘ ; 
; Sheila Molnar, Co-President of the Genesee Valley Chapter 


A eS | CRs ET CREE = es ECR eee |. ee 


of the National Organization For Women, being duly sworn, accordin. 
to law, says that ‘she has read the foregoing Answers to Interroga- 
tories. The same are true to her own knowledge except where stated 


on information and belief and as to those answers she believes then 


to be true. 


Sworn to bei 
‘day of December, 1974. 
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Status report 
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discriminat:! 
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account of events to date.) 


During the prs 
three adminisira 
relating to the 

Two agencies 


1 


violation by th 


1: Last 
Organization for 


discrimination charges again P with variou 


hd Fh en encanta att NO AOL 


Was } osted Coin. 
receipt of the l= 
2. On Janua 
it had receivec 
Valley Ch 
The com 
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hecanse 0 

placement, pro 

these charges have be 
given the opp¢ 
continues wit 


eee Ci 
| branch of 
ceived a 


(Contin 
Aqueduct prometion 


elachorn namc 
ccacnerm neamec 


David C. Mc! 
promoted to 
Night Supervisor in the 


maintenance stall 


| 
| 
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os Re etd OT She 


(A.) LCP 


promotion 


(B.) B 

accord 

corp yrate be veitt 
(C.) LCP 

practice 

positio S$ 

(D.) LCP ha 

action program sor + 
(E.) LC? mains 


limit em pioyment 


(F.) LCP has | 
attempting brs 
and practices 

(G.) LC? nas maint 

peenit 


tion iS; ec s2ecs IE 


tive of OF 


uperiors until s 


r 4 

. ° ° ' 
eo amnany - - <mnioyvm:e 
a. com) uy } l emplo nt 


yims: 


Labor, Woaze-He 


This com; le 
Act by payin: 
specific rs fcren 
Departments. 

A repres antative of the Wage-Hour Div sion conducted an investigat 
on February 15, which incl 


: ‘ , 
eviews with six employees from th 
departments, as well as inspection of various company pay records 


personn el 


ications. His finding 
} 


1 
€ 
f+! 
re 


violation o 


Desnite thes: charges of discrimination, 

that it has consistently compus bau oes 
sriminatory employment a 
Vricttc 

existence now 15 rhs, the 7 t intains a non 
posture, and f 
employmen portunit r all. To da 
been spelled or ith regacd to all minority 
month, d2:a!! i r affirmative action 
ment will 
revised Decemi 

As cthe vert agencies conduct their 


complai: 


new Pa aee See 


tion. Upor iT t t investigations ld there de nenda- 


tions for iprovemen f our programs, LCP management will carefully 


3, 
evaluate ther determine whether or not they should be incorporated in 


existing po. 
Oo 


penne ine CARI 


on Rhee Ae Ae 


more weeks to 


and secure your tic. 


Birthday greetings to: 


Cora Scott, 
Sewing & Coliating 
Marcia Babey, Data 
Processing & Sy 


Richard F iv 


Maintens 
Donald S! 
Chantel Va 
Sewing & Co 
Francis Fou 
Jos Fien, Manufacturing 
Gloria Malagzese 
Collections 
Nancy Sullivan 
Dorothy Gr | 


Order Processing 
Pat Lough adit 
Lois Wallac 
Tom Easton, 24 
Bob Fields,  Forwsrding 
Ernest Eckleben, 

Casing-In 
Linda Miner, Tr anscribi 
Bob Hasenohr, Pre 
Charles Garrett, Sales 


Larry Garrett, 22! 

Joe E dwards, Ec Nitori al 

Nancy Klein, Collections 

Shirley Guat lo, 
Proofroom 

Phyllis Clark, 
Citations Key{ 

Tom Sullivan, mig Room 

Helen Brig3s, P 

Lee Reisinger, 
Graphics Coding 

Delores DiSalvo, CS rT 

Ann R wan, 
Citations Te st 


roofroom 


Rose Balsamo, 
Transcribing 

Ken DeLorm, Ass2 

Gordon A | Ki 
S| iipp 

Gracia All 

Machi 

icles Basil 


| 


Bucky “Wo 


“This y ear ’ 
Fee tk 


March 9 
March 10 
March 10 


March 10 


, 
the cost 


Two Bands an Innovat 


“The Hojack 45 
aha : 
ae enthu 
will | provide 
the you 
music for « 


ssroom } 


March 14 
4 14 


end none canbe! 


the door 
LCPAA p 


March 14 In accord 
all retir: 


March 114 t 


March 14 


of thei 


re retue 


members 
employ ee 
ing tickets 
Harster 
for furth 


Mare h 16 


rch 17 
March 17 


Supervisory 
March 17 asphalt 


(continued from p33 
Bob 
John 


tem 
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= 


i a nk tt 


: ee Fiection Law id party ules, 
Promotion's y 

ation of che party 
ly returned from a th 
in tl ep ceedings 
He sun. oI 


Steve, lefe f 
23 so they «x 
ding of thei 


ay ppointed 


Town of 


vOoive acvi 4 oe 
ers as to the ree juicements 3? the 
} 


married in 
ployed Fol 
Hilda and 
Coral Gab! 
Boca Rato 
Rochester 


ht ; oe > +> 1 r 
P Sympathy xtended held in 1969. Anyone 
Se A é ae 
amily of r e Hazel Sampson —— ee 


who died Februa ‘ this project can contact Jim. 


Cleveland's 
assumed ther 
the — Men’ 
the cellar of 
late as mic 
since muved otcac } Go ss >= giv on un, 
February 28, the la te fe No. 
which scores have-b portec who were 
were tied for h place iu season mark 
standings. Complete leavue standings as of 
The league leader ntinue Febn ary 25 « as follows: 
be Brian Root’s Team Number O: Team Won Lost Pet. 
1, Root 63 37 .630 
3, Smith 40 .600 
Conner, As 4, bioomer 40 -60U0 
8, Graumenz .560 
6, Schiedel 
10, Clevel: 
9, Gozer 


°o 


5, Punde 


19 Years: LeRoy Sm ST Of; 7, Gervasi 
ation 2, Cohen R. 

17 Years: Kathryn Ly “Over 500” bowlers on Monday 
za ‘ i night, February vere paced by 
ears: Ch arrett, Sz Rozer Campbe ‘ 538 

ampoveil w 

11 Years: arn ‘inberg, Edicor lowed by Frank 
Wally Simith, 5¢ 

8 Years “oni Bradford, Edirorial Don Evins, 

7 Years: Al Suare Sa! iv Alden VanDres: 
son, 525; Ray 
DeCesarc, 520; 
Tom Ol 


December 29, 1971 


This is to iniorm 


Publishing Company has 


informing us that they have filed 


As you know, it has been and will continue to be the 


policy of The Lawyers Co-operative Publishing Company to 


recruit, hire, promote, 


and administer all wages and bene 


in all job classifications without regard to race, color, 


religion, sex, age, OF netional origin. 
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January 9, 1973 


Tuesday 
Agueduct 


de 


2. “All eleven pending 


3. “LCP also found guilty of 
complainant." 


had four complaints 
York 


State Division 
Eula Blowers 


employees 


eeorsatin 


Eula Blowers vs. LC 
‘ 


Fach comp! aint alleges a vari 


oyees 


Oratd S. verse 
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+h cs 
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them through 
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V/3/72 
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* 4 = 
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Plans were announced this 
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LCP’s vacant dul! } 

sown, location. Next wee’ oe 
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Building 9 — ch= 

Fien” Building — anc 
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pbiars filed by ex 

3. *LC? a'so fo 


tiuman Pas 
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NOW va. LCP, filed 
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1972. 


tusd on 


wrens 8S 


or July 3, 


ically. 

Each €o 
susd by r:; 
Diasion 


Se acento srt 
ee 


' 
./ 


TOD - 


fee 


scerinination 


In Novemo2r +nr~-e2 “39° 
nm Novemo2r, tnh-cte ~C2.O2% 


-oO7 
@) 


In January, ni 
r 
Tone 


sel1ved if J 1C aD 


February tl, cnat 
11 action had » 


[4h +h 


Company 


to employees 


an, tellin ne te i A a cP a no A Ne ee ll he ee mk mace 


, [Filed 1/21/75] 


! PATRICIA LOUGHNIY ANI 
:OF THE NATIONAL ORCANI 


FOR WOMEN 5 


Plaintiffs 


' ene 

: ae COMMI 

i UNIT UL ite 

j. LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC. * 

4 % TO PARTICIPAT 

i Defendant 

i! F DEPOSIT iS 

\. oar ae Se pammmig aa weet. Py 

I Civil Action # 

fi 1973-238 

ti PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that upon the affirmation of Emmelyn 
| ‘ 

‘Logan-Baldwin, dated January 20, 1975, the affidavit of Charlyn ¢. 


Buss dated January 15, 1975, the decision and order of the court 


, rr dated_October 29, 1974, and all the papers and proceedings 
iH ? } 


|neretofore had herein, plaintiffs will move at a motion term of 


lenis Court to be held at the Federal Building, State Street, Roch- 


r 
jester, New York at 10:00 a.m. or as soon thereafter as counsel 


‘) 
ean be heard on January 27, 1975, for the Court to permit the 
" 


j 
{Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to participate in the de- 


‘positions herein and for sucn other and further relief as to the 
i 
jCourt may seem jus ana proper. 


,! 

' al wi “ -bu i A Age 
vet ainfA x 

' 510 Powers Jsuiiding 

i Rochester, few York 14614 

H Telephone: 716-232-2292 


{January 20, 1975 


To: Yixon, ilaryjrave, Devans & Doyle 

' John B. MecCrory, Usquire of Counse] 
Lincoly tit "ove ; 
Rochestcr, Wew Yo 


14603 
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1a nineimascaells 


UNITED STATES 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW 


*| 


PATRICIA LOUGHNEY AND GENESEE VALLEY CHAPTER 


Y AFFIRMATION IN Sup 
OF THE NA'VIONAL ORGANIZATION }OR WOMEN 


PORT OF MOTION TO 
PERMIT EQUAL EMPLOY-i 
MENT OPPORTUNIT' 
COMMISSION TO PAR- 
TICIPATE IN DEPO- 
SITIONS ‘ 


Plaintiffs 
ae 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC. 


Defendant 


ee ee 


. 


Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, under penalties of perjury, af- 


i 
t 1. I am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice 


my profession in the State of New York. I am duly admitted to 
“the bar of this Court. I am the attorney for the plaintiffs in 
‘the above-noted action. This affirmation is submitted by me in 
‘support of the application of the plaintiffs for the Court to per- ; 


| 
t 
| 
| 
! 
: ' 
'rarms the following: | 
| 
| 
{ 


“mit the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to participate 
in the depositions in this case. 


ee Znis case is one vi tnree cases pending against 


‘ 
H 
| 


‘Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, Inc. charging company-wide,} 


‘ . 
class-wide discrimination in employment. The other cases are 


aa 


Ames. TT, 
wrepeebag yg 


ie 


ly situated - Lawyers C 


Civ. 1973-47, and Nazeotte and Genesee Valley Chapter of the National 


Orcanization for Women et al. vs. Lawyers Cooperative Publishinr . 
wasaie'S Gedo tienes pat) A eabthiean’. 


Company, Civ. 1973-346. All parties to all three law suits had 
first duly perfected their claims of employment discrimination 
against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company by filing with the 
New York: State Division of Human Rights and cross filine with the 
Egual Employment Opportunity Commission. 

3. Pursuant to the Civil Rirhts Act of 


having Fir. jn time, 


.to Sue Notice. The first of these actions, 


dividually, and on benalf of other S 


‘Son 


Eula Lee in- 


Blowers, 


si rituated 


milarly 


Co 


1973. 


Lawyers _ yperative Publishing 


ompany 


on January 29, As soon as the Right 


? 
-available to the other persons, Blowers mov 


ipersons moved by Notice of Motion dated Apr 


to Federal Rule as addition 


‘named members of the class in Blowers, indi 


_inc. et al. was filed 


to Sue Notice became 


ed and those other 


a3 OS. 2973; 


pursuant 


al party plaintiffs 


vidually and deh af 


€ f 


all other 


Publishing Company, Inc. 


When the court had not yet re 


tthe application of the other persons with c 


‘discrimination against Lawyers Cooperative 


to be added as 


in the Blower's class action laws 


3Uu 


‘the class 


the 


jLoughney and t 


} Genesee Valley Chapter of 
‘zation for Women vs._ Lawyers Co Cooperative P 


(SALAUT) JUL weil, CL aie vuupel 
Picco b Satin 2 gethon titans mean emilee 


‘were filed. Title VII of the Civil Rights 


‘vides that a person with an employment disc 


‘initiate his/her lawsuit within nincty days 


The + 


h 


oa a 


Right court © nat vo *snder 
RIENs courte Ss not Cc Fence 


ition of Blowers, Loughney, Nageotte and the 


agnainst Lawyers Cooperative Publishing, Comp: 


reouesting, that the court make all of them 


action lawsuit. 


5. As Blowers, Lourhney, Naseott 


with claims of employment discrimination 


nlive Publishing, Company point out in weir 


sir application dated Apri] 6, 1973, whic 


reference, the claiins of a1 poghlies 


vy 


Law Cooperative 


vers 


ached a decision on 
laims of employment 


Publishing Company, In 


additional party plaintiffs and named members of 


it, the lawsuits, 


the National Orpani- 


lishing, Company, Inc. 


alive PuUols ching & 


Act of 1964 pro- 


rimnination claim must 


of receipt of the 


ed decision on the mo- 


others with claims 


> 


7 
Ji 


iny, dated April 6, 


plaintiffs in one class 


e and the other 


a: 


rainst 


papers in support of 


nm are incorporated he 


in) Blowers, individ 


A 


persons 


Lawyers Cooper-' 


triiy 


Se > Se 


et_ul., Loughney and Genesee | 


NY» aid ne., 


ter of the Nai nal Organization for Women vs. Lawyers 


_Publishing Company, >-, and Nagpeotte and Gencsce 


r_ of the National 


ization for Women, et al. vs. 


rative Publishing, Company, Inc,, are of company-wide, 


discrimination. There should be one, class action 
which these claims are litigated. 
The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission by 


ion served October 


Cooperative Publishing, Company, Inc., et al., to inter- 


lawsuit. The Commission has reauested that the 
flawsuit be constituted a class action and that the class be com- 
sed of all women who have been employed, are employed or would 
employed by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing, Company. The court 
under advisement the application to intervene and the motion 
stitute Blowers, individually and on behalf of all other 
arly situated vs. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Com-"i 


-, 32 Class action. 


7. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission has 


‘ previously particfpated in Blowers, individually, and on behalf 


all 


_Other persons similarly situated vs. Lawycrs Cooperative 


blishing, Company + > . and Loughney and Genesee Valley 
nf Lompany, ine. , ct ; Ng HE bas 


ter for tt National Organization for Women vs. Lawyers Coop 


> Publishing, Company, Inc. 

8. This court by decision and order of October 29, 1974, 
decided plaintiffs" motion in this case to compel discovery, 
including depositions und the production of documents and for ex- 

‘tension of time to answer defendant's tnterrosatories and for pro- 
from interrogatories dated February 8, 1974 as well 


motion of Vebruary 15, 197" to compel] answers to 


rmonahla hedule” for 
3Rb 


The court ruled thot it 


depositions of defendant's employees and that the AfCinrmative 
“Action Programs of the defendant must be produced ut the depusi- 
Lions. 


9. Plaintif{'s moved by Notice of Motion dated Decem- 


ber 18, 19/7" for the court to sct the dates for depositions, said | 


, motion being, returnable on January 13, 1975. However, because 


‘attorneys for the defendant stipulated to appearing for deposi- 
‘tions and producing, the Affirmative Action Programs on dates 

' mutuad ly convenient to counsel, subject to attorney for plain- 
aaa argument or Wa vs. Seldin i the United States Supreme 
"Court, the motion was withdrawn prior to argument. 


‘ 10. Attorneys for plaintiffs and the Equal Employment 
H 
Opportunity Commission have both pointed out to attorneys for 


1 
y defendant the importance of expediting discovery in these cascs 


Ht 


charging company-wide, class-wide employment discrimination against 


‘ 
' 


“Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. In this regard, attorneys 


for the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission had planned to 


“attend and participate in the depositions in this case. 


ll. The participation by the Equal Employment Opportun- 


:ity Commission would assure that discovery could begin in this 
case and be completed in a thorough fashion. 

12. The defendant, through its attorneys,.on the other 
hand, plans to frustrate the cfficient conducting of discovery voy 
‘elaiming, that it wilJ not proceed with discovery if attorn_, for 


the Equal Finployment Opportunity Commission are present and/or 
G } if 


: 
| 
| 
| 
| : 
| 
| 
| 
! 
| 


if attorneys for the Equal Employment Opportunity Cominission would ' 


* 


propose to participate in discovery. See letter from Morgenstern 


to attorney for platntiffs, attached hereto and made a part hervof: 


-4as Exhibit. A. 
13. As previously pointed out » Assucs in this lawsuit 


of compony-wide, class-wide diserimnination are the same as those 


, and nt anand the. fenence Nel ter tmapter ef the Yattonal Orr4- 
‘nization for Yonen, ot al. vs. Lauyers Cooperative Publishiry: 
Company, Ine. Discovery undertaken now with alj bartics, inciu- 
Ging amicus curiae and intervenor applicant Equal Employment. Op- 
portunity Commission, yill eliminate the need Sor that same dis- 
covery in the combined, class-action lawsuit at a later date. ‘Pow 
Lehese reasons, 1 must respectfully request that the court direct 


; that the Equal Employment Ypportunity Commission may partic cipate 


in the depositions and other discovery in the above noted case. 
- 


ty} (4352 % ie i 


ee 


‘ead lou aga a 


"January 20, 1975 


Roches ter, New York 


Nixon. Hargrave, Devans & Doyle 
Attorneys and Counselors at Low 

. Wateres'Ow Or-ce 

Lincoln First Tower BUITE 404 B00 SEvENTEE RTH 


Rochester, N.Y. 14603 


(7:61) 546 0000 


WAbninntowuc 2 


+207: @'# C244 


January 14, 


mnamelyn Logan-Baldwin 
rowers Building 
ter, New York 14614 


> 


t al 


Dear Ms. Logan-Baldwin: 


This is to confirm our telephone conversation of 
January 13, 1975 wherein we amended our agreement for deposi- 
tions in the above-captioned matter to the extent that the 
depositions will be held in a Federal Hearing Room at the 
Federal Building, State Street, Rochester, New York. 


At tne same time, this is to confirm our posit‘on 
that since the United States Equal Employment Opportuni 
Commission (EEOC) has no status as a party or an intervenor 
in this action, nor is associated with your office as counsel 
of record, it should not be permitted to participate ina 
deposition of defendants. Especially since the EEOC has 
represented to the Court, in Blowers vs. Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Comnany, that its potential nresence in that law- 
suit will cause no delays to the suit, it should not be 
permitted to participate in the depositions. It should be 
obvicus that the presence of a third questioning party 
obviously will add to the time required to complete deposi- 
tions. 


Very truly yours, 

a Seis Urrsentees 

James H. Morgenstern 
JHM/1jd 


cc: Hon. Harold P. Burke 


mt tl ln et a ek Aa nN A et we A ER — 
AY PIDAWLY 
CUY OF WASH LCIe? 


DISTRICT OF COOLS 


CHARLM? J. US: Cingculy svorm, affirms and suys: 
Pd 7 e 


liam rial cttamey for the Cqual Exploywent Oppert 
Caumission (the "Ceanicsicn''), end represent the Canwission in 
Blowers Vv. Uecnrs Comers hive Pbli shine 
Action Must:ex 2973-".7, cucrently pendinp 
filed on behalf of the Caniission a notion to intervene in the above case, 
which motion is also pending at this tire. 

2. I have been inforry:d that the Court has ordered dcpositions 
to be taken in Iewthrey v. Lzzyers Coonsrative Publ 
Civil Action Nater 1973-223, on February 18, 19, 20, 25, and 26, 1975. 

3. Since the issves raised by the plaintiffs in Lountmcy are virtually 
identical to those raised by the plaintiff in Blowers, discovery in both 
cases will necessarily involve the same factual material. 

4. In its Motion to Intervene, the Commission stressed its cesire 
to avoid undue delay and asserted that, to that end, it would coordinate 
its discovery with that of the plaintiff. 

5. I am infonred that the defendmts have refused to permit the 
Conmission’s attendsnce or participation at these depositions and that the 
plaintiffs have moved to have the Court designate the Commissicn as a 
preper participant. 

6. On beh2lf of the Cocmission, 1 respectfully urge that the 
Court grmt plaintiff's motion in order thet the Commission. may fully 


participate in pre-trial proceedings ponding, the disposition of the 


"9 


Connuissioa's Motion to Intervene. 


result fron ile: granting of the pl 


entiff's motion. 


‘ j , , y ew 

ara at ame ae AOS ch 
SEAS a ioe ae eee ee 

“Chari;n J. luss > 


« 


s 
Sizorm to and s 


: ‘ec me this 
Mth day of J: 


J 
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No prejudice to the defendants will” 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


[Filed 1/30/75] 


PATRICIA LOUGH and GENESEE VALLEY 
CHAPTER OF THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OPPOSING 
FOR WOMEN, 

Plaintiffs, 


~Vs- 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 
COMPANY, INC., CIV-1973-238 


Defendant. 


STATE OF } us 
COUNTY OF MONROE :_ SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER: 


JOHN B. McCRORY, being duly sworn, deposes and 


1. I ama partner in the firm of Nixon, Hargrave, 
Devans & Doyle, attorneys for defendant in this action. 

2. This affidavit is submitted by defendant in 
opposition to plaintiffs' motion to permit the Equal Employmen: 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) to participate in scheduled 
depositions of defendant's emplovees. 

3. This action seeks recovery on behalf of a 
single employee,' Patricia Loughney, for damages, etc. by reason 
of alleged sex discrimination in Plaintiff's employment at 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. As with other suits 
against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, the Genesce 
Valley Chapter of the National Organization of Women (NOW) is a 
nominal party alleging a general interest in such sex discrimine- 
tion cases. Both plaintiffs are represented by Mrs. Emmelyn 


Logan-Baldwin, an attorney. 


4. This action was commenced in May, 1973, twenty 
(20) months ago. By motion dated February 15, 1974, defendant 
moved to compel plaintiffs to answer defendant's Interrogatorics. 

5. On October 29, 1974, Judge Burke ordered that 
plaintiffs answer defendant's Interrogatories by December 2, 1974 
and directed that, after the plaintiff's answers to Interrogatori 
were served, dates were to be set to take depositions of defendan 
eiployees and plaintiff NOW. 

6. Mrs. Logan-Baldwin served plaintiffs' answers to 
Interrogatories on December 2, 1974. Thereafter, defendant's 
attorneys agreed to produce its employee, Donald Bennett, 
quested by Mrs. Logan-Baldwin, for deposition on five (5) separat¢ 
days, with further deposition dates to be scheduled for Mrs. 
Logan-Baldwin to complete the testimony of Donald Bennett and 
Leonard Reiser. Past experience indicates it will take Mrs. 
Logan-Baldwin about 20 days to depose Donald Bennett. We have no 
idea how long she wiil take with Leonard Reiser, but she is not 
noted for brevity. 

7. On January 13, 1975, after these depositions had 
been scheduled, Mrs. Logan-Baldwin, in a telephone call to defen- 


dant's attorneys, demanded that EEOC be permitted to participate 


as a party to the depositions, with all rights of separate cross- 


examination of defendant's witnesses. The attorneys rejected this 
Oral demand upon the ground that the EEOC is a stranger to this 
action, not a party, and that defendant is not obligated to subjec 
its employees to extensive depositions as contemplated by Mrs. 
Logan-Baldwin by both her and also by the federal government. 

8. Thereafter, defendant's attorneys were contacted 
in a conference telephone call from EEOC in Washington, D.C. EEOC 
wanted to know why defendant should presume to deny EEOC's demand 


to participate in the scheduled depositions. When told that they 


were not a party to this actin, EEOC responded that, in their 
opinion, this was an important case, and that, when an important 
agency of the federal government had an interest in a case, it 
should be given the right to depose defendant's witnesses, and 
that defendant was being obstructive in not perm*‘tting EEOC to 
exercise their desires to depose defendant's witnesses. EEOC see 
to think it can step into any case just because it wants to. 

9. Thereafter, Mrs. Logan-Baldwin brough: this 
motion to compel defendant to permit EEOC to examine defendant's 
witnesses. 

10. EEOC is not a partyto this action. It is not 
even amicus curiae, with the right to submit briefs. It has no 
standing whatever to participate in pre-trial discovery proceed- 
ings, and its subjective desires don't give it that right. 

11. In another separate action brought against defen 
dant, Blowers v. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, Civil 
Action No. 1973-47, the EEOC was granted status as amicus curiae 
on April 27, 1973. In November, 1973, EEOC moved to change its 
status in the Blowers action (not in this action) from amicus 


curiae to that of a party. That motion is pending undetermined, 


and defendant has opposed EEOC participation as a party as unnece 


sary and on the grounds that it will delay and extend pre-trial 
proceedings in the Blowers action. 

12. EEOC contends in Blowers that, if it is made a 
party, it will not take any more time to complete the discovery 
proceedings. This is obviously not possible. As an additional 
party, it will prolong discovery proceedings. EEOC's application 
in this action (Loughney) for the right +o depose defendant's 
witnesses after Mrs. Logan-Baldwin is through with her multi-day 
schedule, shows just how EEOC's presence in the Blowers action 


will extend discovery proceedings by the addition of a new party. 


13. Judge Burke has pending for determination in 
the Blowers action the class action question. Mrs. Logan-Baldwi 
argues that, if class action status is granted in Blowers (which 
we do not believe will be granted since the proof shows it is 
not a proper case for class action treatment), and if EEOC is 
granted party status in Blowers (both contingencies being unlike 
ly), then EEOC will have party status in Loughney, since presum- 
ably Loughney will then be consolidated with Blowers. Based on 
these two conjectural "ifs plus an assumed consolidation, Mr: 
Logan-Baldwin wants EEOC to participate as a party to this actio: 
now, long before the other two motions are decided by Judge Burkc 

14. In the class action motion in Blowers, as 
required by FRCP 23, Mrs. Logan-Baldwin has represented to the 


Court that she is capable as an attorney of handling the class 


action, which may involve claims on behalf of more than 1,500 


women. Her representation is clearly erroneous, in light of 

the fact that she is now crying for help for this Court to permit 
an agency of the federal government to come to her aid in this 
action, which involves only one individual claim. If she can't 
prosecute one individual claim without enlisting the help of the 
federal government, how can she handle 1,500 claims alone? If 
EEOC is to become a party to any of these actions, then Mrs. 
Logan-Baldwin should openly admit her inability to handle the 
cases alone, and let the EEOC attorneys be substituted in her 
Place (which ought to expedite trial!). 

15. In substance, by the present motion, Mrs. 
Logan-Baldwin wants to "double-team" defendant, giving two 
separate sets of attorneys (Mrs. Logan-Baldwin and the whole 
panoply of federal EEOC attorneys) the right to cross-examine 
defendant's witnesses, even though EEOC is not a party and has 


no status beyord subjective desire to interfere. 


16. Defendant opposes this "double-team" concept 
on the ground that: 


(a) EEOC is not a party to this action; 


EEOC is not even amicus curiae in 


this action; 


Mrs. Logan-Baldwin already has 5 days 
scheduled to start her depositions, 
and now she wants an additional set 
of attorneys to further extend deposi- 


tion time; 


There is no legal basis to permit a 
stranger (EEOC) to this action to 
conduct its own depositions just 
because it wants to do so, and 
because it has amicus curiae status 


in another action (Blowers). 


17. Mrs. Logan-Baldwin, in this action which 


eosvuciaily asserts the claims of one individual employee, has 


already made NOW a party. She now wants to make EEOC a party, 
\ ‘ 


or at least give it party rights. Why should there be three 


different parties to prosecute the claims of one individual 
employee? Surely that will not expedite trial of this action. 
How many lawyers and added parties must defendant face in its 
defense of this action? 

18. It is suggested that, if Mrs. Logan-Baldwin 
really wants federal attorneys to participate, then she should 
permit EEOC attorneys to be substituted in her place as attorneys 
of record for the present plaint: ffs. Such substitution of 


attorneys would not only eliminate the "double-team" concent 


396 


which plaintiffs want to impose on defendant, but it would 
undoubtedly result in an acceleration of iscovery proccedings, 
a narrowing of the issues (rather than a proliferation and dif- 
fusion of issues as accomplished by Mrs. Logan Baldwin to date), 


and trial of the issues on the merits at an early date. 


19. Defendant should be faced in depositions 
L 


one set of attorneys or with another set of attorneys, but 


of. B. 00) 


JOHN B. Mc 


Sworn to before me 


January 27, 1975. 
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DISTRICT COURT 
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Individually and on 
persons similarly 
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RATIVE PUBLISHING 


HOR AT Don 
IONALD. BEN 


and ROBERT 
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GENESEE 
NATIONAL 


Plaintiffs, 


,ATIVE PUBLISHING 


> 


VINCENZA LINDA GRICE, 
PAT PRUSAK, ELLEN 


LI ZABETH ARES, MARGARET 
RLY NEATROUR, VIRGINIA 
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NAL ORGANIZATION FOR ‘JOMEN, 


Plaintiffs, 


‘RATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, 


Defendant. 
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AFFIDAVIT 


CIV-1973-344 


B. MC CRORY, being duly sworr deposes and says: 

1. I am a member of the firm of Nixon, Hargrave, 

& Doyle, attorneys for defendants in the above-er'‘it ied 
ions, and am fully familiar with the facts of these actions. 

2. Defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
has never been found guilty of ¢ discrimir j i employment 
by any Court, Ad-inistrative Agency or Board. 

3. Defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
has never been barred from performing Federal contracts on the 
ground that it practices sex discrimination in employment. 

4. Nonetheless, as is apparent from plaintiffs' one 
inch thick answering affidavits with exhibits, submitted to 
this Court on December 20, 1974, plaintiffs are convinced that 
since they sued defendants, defendants are automatically guilty 
of whatever plaintiffs feel like alleging in their repetitious 
complaints. There is no basis in law or policy this notion. 


5. Throughout this litigation, defendants have mads 


| believed plaintiffs' discovery reques 


6.. If there has been any undue delay im these and 


timely application to this Court whenever detendants have 


related actions, the fact that plaintiffs routinely file affidavits 
tnis Court so volum*nous that it is easier to weigh the bulk 
than to count the pages, is obviously the major cause of 

The delay caused by plaintiffs' tomes is highlighted 
that plaintiffs' affidavits including its affidavit 


. 
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in opposition* to this motion, are routinely composed largely 
of re-hashes of plaintiffs' complaints and allegations from 
earlier pleadings or discovery papers, and such dreary repetition 
adds nothing to the cts before this Court. 

7. Unfortunately, plaintiffs' counsel. apparently 

Cion complex if her affidavit to this Court 
Certainly nothing recited by plaintiffs' 
her affidavit justifies the level of hystcria 


* 


displayed therein. Counsel's references to other cases apparently 
is to be taken as evidence that counsel is victim of some scheme 
to discredit her, allegedly perpetrated by defendants. Plaintiffs 
counsel's delusions of persecution are noteworthy, but hardly | 
laudable or supported by fact. eee owe Ae t Reka 
8. If any party has suffered harassment in this litiga- 
tion, it been defendants. Plaintiffs have filed at leas 
four Federal jutte® ene State Court suit. one unemployment 


compensation action, and three complaints before the New York State 


Division of Human Rights. All are on behalf of the same ten or 


eleven employees. All repeat the same allegations. All seek 


repetitious, cumulative and identical discovery. (Plaintiffs' 


pattern has been, if defendants make timely objection to 
discovery in one lawsuit, to simply reissue the same discovery 
demand in another suit--a convenient and harassing way to "end 
run" this Court's consideration of a pending defense motion.) 
Plaintiffs have even gone so far as to attempt to prevent the 
placing of the Mercury Statute on defendants! building, claiming 
le Statute, affects 'egacs' employment conditions. 


NafanAsantet! prot 


Defendants' motion asks that the 
t recognize thé tk > important equal employment 
opportunity policy in prese ing the public the fact that, 


although there have bee hargé sex discrimination a 


gainst 
defendants es as yet, have been judicially 

en by defendants' accusers. In view 

interests in promoting equal employment 

ed unfortunate that defendants 
elief of this Court in an 

effort to promote the very policies which plaintiffs profess ‘> 
champion. Plaintiffs' extrajudicial publicity is all the more 
unfortunate in view of the fact that, if they have legitimate 
grounds for relief upon their complaints, all that relief will 
presumably be granted by this Court, not the press. 


10. The interest of the Genesee Valley Chapter of the 


National Organization for Women in the publicity involving thes 


+h tha 1 . ant Fran $e ‘a 
actions, rather an S » weeev& Aw washing aw VV aUiviivy 


especially since only two of defendants’ employees are nembers 
of N.O.W. (See, plaintiffs : s to defendants! first 
interrogatories served in Loughney v. Lawyers Cooper: 


Publishing Company (which plaintiffs refused to answer unsil 


defendants were forced to seek an order of this Court to obtai 


answers) J. 


Dated: January 29, 1975 


Jitu. (2. 5Y)= boain 


JOHN B. MC CRORY a 


40] 


hi RCLNSTERN 


PATRICIA LOUGHINEY, 
Plaintiffs, 
Ve 
CIVIL ACTION No. 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING, 1973-232 
COMPANY, InC., e 


Defendant AFFIDAVIT 


CHARLYN J. BUSS, being duly s\ 1, affirms and says: 
1. Iam a trial attorney f< he Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission the "Commission"), and repres nt the Commission in 
’ 


lal 


Blowers v. Lawyers Cooperative Pullishing Company, Ine. et al., 
Civil Action Number 1973-47, currently pending before this Court. 
The Commission has filed a Motion to Intervene in the above case, 
which motion is also currently pending vhis time. The Commission 
has previously been granted amicu: Curiae status in this case and 
in the related Blowers case, j 

2. The purpose of this affidavit is to clarify the Commission's 
position regarding the three Title VII lawsuits against Lawyers 
Cooperative Duvlishing Cu. (blowers et al., Civil Action No. 1973-47; 


Loughney ct al., Civil Act: No. 1973-238; and Nageotte et al., 


Civil Action No. 1973-346), and to urge that the Commission be permitted 


to participate in depositions in the Loughney case scheduled for 
February 18, 1975. 

3. The Commission considers these three matters as essentially 
one piece of litipition since the allegations. and factual data involved 
in these cases are virtually identical, 

4. The Comnission moved to intervene in Blowers, with the intent- 
ion of moving to combine all the cases in the event that the Comm 
ission be granted intervenor Status. Henee it was deemed unnecess ry 


to intervene in all three ca y at that. thine. 


4u2 


However, it now appearing that the Lourhney ca 
procecding with discovery, the Commission believes it necessary to 
participate in those ccpositions to prevent later duplication of 
effort and to ensure that thorough iscovery is conducted on 
ch inevitably are a part oj all three lawsuits, and not 


) 


a 


r cs 
In order to prevent further confusion regarding the 


on's position vis-d-vis the three suits, we are forwa arding 
eparate cover the necessary papers for application for 
ention in Lourhney and Nageotte, and are renewing our request 
ecision on our application for intervention in Blowers. 
We a support plaintiff's motion of Aril 6, 1973 that 
ffs in Lourhney and Nageotte be added as named plaintiffs in 


in an effort to rllow these matters to be litigated 


The depositions in Lourhney are scheduled to begin 
Februsry 18, 1975. In view of this time factor, I respectfully urge 
the Court to render an expedited décision on plaintiff's Motion 


to Allow EEOC Participation in Depositions in the Loughney case. 


January 29, 1975 Since Crrrv 
Washington, De. C,. 


1975 


a. 


} [Filed 1/31/75] 
(UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


le 


,—- —_ 

i 

j PATRICIA LOUGHNEY and GENESEE VALLEY C 

;OF THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN 
7 


REPLY APF 

IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO PERMIT 
FQUAL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY C¢ J 
SION TO PARTICIPAT! 
IN DEPOSITIONS 


Plaintiff 


JPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, 


CIV-7 3-238 


Defendant 


Ne eee eee ee 


Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, under penalties of perjury, 


laffirms the following: 


| 1. I am an attorney at law duly Licensed to practice 


imy profession in the State of New York. I am duly admitted to 
|jthe bar of this court. I am the attorney for the plaintiffs in 


[tne above noted action. I am familiar with the pleadings and 
' 


| 


| proceedings in the case. This affirmation is submitted by me 


' 

lin Support of the application of plaintiffs for the court ¢o per- 
bust the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to participate 
Hin depositions inthis case. 

i 2. This lawsuit is one of three lawsuits pending 

| against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, Inc. charging 

| company-wide, class-wide discrimination in employment. The law- 
I suits are essentially one piece of litigation. This lawsuit ard 
Na eotte and Genesee Valley Chapter of the National Organization 
j for Women,et al. vs. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing, Company, Ine 
Fea. 1973-3/6, were iniviated after t:. 3 cour’ had not yet reacnee | 
a decision on the motion of the plaintiffs in this case and the | 


| Hageott e¢ case to be added as named party plaintiffs and members of} 


i| the class in Blowers, individually and on_by half of all _ other pe} 
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A en COLGAN a At NNT att Bt tn aan i i A a ce 2 lah ti ti 


similarly situated vs. Lawyers Cooperative Publishinr, Com: 


-, said motion being, dated April 6, 1973. 
3. Defendant is simply factually incorrect in asser- 


is ting in its attorney's affidavit of January 27, 1975 that this law 
1 


“suit involves only the claims of one individual. The Genesce 
{: 
Valley Chapter of the’National Organization of Women is a 


t' praintarr and litigates the vital interest of its members who 

i! 

\ 

jjhave been, are or would be employees of defendant Lawyers Cooper- 

: equal employment opportunitie: 
Puvlishing Company and denied/ The claims of the plain- 


in this lawsuits as well as the claims of the plain- 
in the Blowers and Nageotte seS é laims typical of all 
7 


ie who have been, are or would >m foes of Lawyers Cooper- 
fete Publishing Company. There should be, as all plaintiffs 
in the Blowers, Loughney, and Nageotte litigation have asserted, 
lla Class «@etion lawsuit constituted. 

4. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission has had 


Lamier:;. status in the Blowers, Loughney and Nagreotte litigation 


| 
i from the initiation of the respective suits. The Blowers litiga- 
if Se 


leaon was filed or January 29, 1973. The Equal Employment Oppor- 


jcunity Commission was given amicus status beginning April 27, 1973 


|imnis lawsuit was filed in May of 1973. The Equal Employment 
It 


i! 
E ae July 29, 1973. The Nageotte litigation was filed in July 


‘Opportunity Commission first appeared as amicus curiae by papers 


or 1973. The Equal Employment Opporzunity Comnission first had 


jamicus status in ‘.e Nageott: case by papers served November 7, 


i 
u 


1973. Attorney :«. cefendant is simply incorrect, as a matter of 


; 
‘record, in stating tha: the Equal Employinent Opportunity Comnissio 


not an amicus in thts var: and has no standing in the litigztio. 


i 5. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission meved to 


i: 
‘tion therein to constitute that litigation a class action by 
H 


motion of October 22, 1974. As is set forth in the separate affi- 
davit of Charlyn J. Buss, trial attorroy for the Equal Employment 


Opportunity Comaission, January 29, 1975, the Commission hus alwa 
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D etuetdeven the Blowers, Lourhney and Narecotte litifrationto be 

essentially one piece of litigation. In moving to intervene 

iin the Blowers litigation and joining in the application to con- 
stitute that action a class action, the Commission considered it 

i unnecessary to move to intervene at the same time in the Lourhney 

.pand Nageotte cases. ¥ . e 


6. However, since neither the intervention mot un 


:;nor the class action motion in the Blowers litigation has yet 
i) . 


; been decided, and in order to eliminate possible confusion about 


4 view of the litigation, the Equal Employment 
‘Opportunity Commission is filing additional motions to intervene 
iboth 4n this case and in the Nageotte litigation. 


| 7. Because the issues raised by all of the plaintiffs 
in the Blowers, Loughney and Nageotte litigation are the same - 
the company-wide, class-wide employment discrimination of Lawyers 
,; Cooperative Publishing Company, discovery in the litigation would 
be expedited by the participation of all parties, plaintiffs' 
; counsel, counsel for intervener applicant or amicus curiae and 
i counsel for defendants. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commissi 
has already told the court that granting of its application to inté 
vene in the Blowers case will neither cause delay in that procecd 
‘nor produce the need for more discovery. The Commission has indi- 
i cated that it would join in the requests for discovery already mad 
» aa counsel for plaintiffs and would coordinate its further efforts 
‘with the further efforts of counsel for plaintiffs. 
8. After the court by its order of October 29, 197/i, 
Girected that it would set the dates for defe idants to appear 
“ for depositions and produce documents, plaintiffs moved by motion } 
dated December 18, 1974 for the court to designate the dates. 
? The motion was returmible on January 13, 1975 but withdrawn by 
! counsel for plaintiffs after attorneys for the defendant stipulate 


“Lo appearing for depositions and producine the affirmative action 
‘ 
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f programs on dates mutually convenlent to counsel, subject to 
' 

- attorney for »laintiffs' argument of Warth vs. Seldin in the | 
: United States Supreme Court. ln a subsequent telephone call with | 
“one of the attorneys for the defendant when he Sought agreement | 
;aS to change of the physical location of the depositions, counsel e 
for plaintiffs mentiored the anticipated pnesence and participation 
i of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. Attorney for | 
plaintiffs emphasized that there ought be nu objections since that 
pert desea’ ton would expedite the discovery process for all parties! 
Or of the attorneys for the defendant declined cooperation and, | 
attorney for plaintiff is inforined and believes that one of the 


st 
ty 


jattorneys for the defendant personally gave the same answer when 
leraaa attorneys for the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
jteteed Girectly with one of the attorneys for the defendant about 
ithe desireability for cooperation in expediting the discovery i 
This motion to permit the Equal Employment Opportunity | 
moaission to°participate in depositions was served on January 20, 
12975 after this newest thwarting of expeditious discovery by the 


jattorneys for the defendant. 


9. The purpose of the participation of the Equal Employ- 


hlitigatson is to assert the interest of the Commission in elimi- 
ailing discrimination in employment which it has determined has 
mat ional impact and which it must, pursuant to Title VII of the 
(civil Rights Act of 1964, take action against. The participation 
‘of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, as has been over 
and over pointed out by plaintiffs and the Commission, is not 


jto shore up the claims of the plaintiffs or plaintiffs' represen- 


The Comnissjon has already ined in the claims 


ins Opportunity Commission in the Blowers, Loughney and Nageotte 
] 
{ 
i 
{ 
! 
| 
{ 


the plaintiffs in its intervener complaint in the Blowers liti- 


wation and it) has affirmatively stated that plaintiffs are adequately 


counsel. There is no factual] basis to attorney for 


‘ eieminenc v4 latest attaclk on the competency of the Plaintifg@rs' 
“eounsel in his affidavit of January 27, 1975. 

: 10. In light of defendant's attorney frequent attack 
on counsel for plaintiffs it is hard to be more than amused by the 


“suggestion that the presence of attorneys for the Equal Employment 


Opportunity Commission will "double-t.eam" the defendant. Apparently, 
i! 
Plaintiffs are in the last analysis adequately represented, even 


yin the eyes of attorneys for the defendants. As a matter of fact, 
| 


there is no "double-teaming" effect of Equal Employment Opportunity. 


‘Commission Participation. The Commission has already indicated 

iB 

that it joins fn discovery noticed by attorney for Plaintiffs and 
i, 

[plans to co-ordinate its future discovery with that of attorney 


jfor Plaintiffs Neither at depositions nor at trial will the mere 
i 
‘presence of two attorneys for two Party plaintiffs produce the 
i 
‘result of the same question being asked twice. 


| 


For the foregoing reasons, 


ti 
| [Sitions and other discovery in this case. 
' 


' 


‘Logan-Baldwin 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Tele: 716-232-2292 


; January 31, 1975 
' Rochester, New York 


[Filed 2/6/75] 


Motion to Intervene of Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 


is reproduced supra at p. 236 


[Filed 2/10/75] 


| UNITED S'TATES DISTRICT COURT 
‘FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


i 


Oe et Sl Nat Sel Sel Sime Ser Nel Sect! Seat Seal Sl Maal al Nall Seat! nll Net 


~r 


: PATRICIA LOUGHNEY and CENESEE VALLEY CHAPTER 
OF THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATIO ON FOR WOMEN 


Plaintiffs, AFFIRMATION 


IN SUPPORT OF 
} and 
APPLICATION 
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
FOR’ INTERVENTION 
Applicant for Intervention, 


vs. 
Civil Action No. 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMP ANY, INC. 


1973 --238 
Defendant. 


- 


Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, under penalties of perjury, 
affirms the following: 
: Lie x am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice 
|my profession in the State of New York. I am admitted to the 
pel of this court. I am the attorney for the plaintiffs in the 
oe noted lawsuit. This affirmation is submitted in Support of 
‘he motion of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to inter-_ 
jj Vene in this lawsuit ad to aad all parties plaintiff in this 


rr and in Nageotte aid Genesee Vallcy Chapter of the National ' 
j OO  —— ereeliicen— -_-_-_—_——— 


|Organization for Women, et al. vs. Lawyers Cooperative Publishins__ 
Femina as named plaintiffs in Blowers, individually and on behale 
bor all _ other persons sim riy situated vs. Lawyers Cooperative 


Publishing ng Company et al., as previously requested by all plain- 


—_—_—— 


ptifrs in this and the Naveotte case by motion made is he Blowers 


case of April 6, 1973. 


be 


I 
| 2. The application for intervention should b» granted 
h 
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a) The claims of the Equal Employment Oprortunity 
| 
‘omnission against Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, as 
levidenced by the inplaint submitted with the motion, are the 
i 
pane in substance as the claims of the plaintiffs in this case 


pene nes Lawyers Cooperative Publishi Company; there are common 


| b) . Participation by the Equal Employment Opportu- 


| 

{ 

| 

! 

! 

; } 

ae Stions of law and fact presented by the two pleadings. 


ihity Commission will allow the federal agency responsible for the 
& ) p 
t 


enforcement of the p) ry federal aw outlawing discrimination 


d 


lin employment to asser: first hand 1e damage to the national 


: 


nterest that the continuation of the illegal employment prac 

pf Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company effects. 
¢) The application for intervention is timely- No 
Lnterest of any party will be prejudiced by the granting of the 
ee Discovery is yet to be under way pursuant to this 
court's order of October 29, 1974 directing that dates be set for 
eae Cooperative Publishing Company agents and/or employees 
appear for depositions and produce documents. 
3. The previous motion of plaintiff Blowers and all 
plaintiffs in tnis and the Nageotte case, April 6, 1973, to make 
all parties plaintiff in one class action lawsuit, should be 


ii 
jgranted. As all plaintiffs in the Blowers, Loughney, and Nageotte ca 


! ie 
oe noted in their motion papers of April 6, 1973 and all of the 
ibleadings filed in these cases, all palintiffs make essentially 

if 

the same allegations ayainst Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Com- 
‘pany, charging company- je, class-wide discrimination in employ- 
‘nent . The review of the claims in the Blowers, Loughney, and Na- | 
‘neotte cases by the Fqual Employment Opportunity Commission has led 
it to make the same allegations against Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
‘ishing Company of illegal employment discrimination. Both the 
Plaintiffs in these 1 .wsuits and the Equal Employinent Opoortunity 

’ 


‘Commission have and ¢ -onsider this igation apainst Lawyers 


Cooperative Publis! * Company be essentially ane piece oi 


| 
|! astagation - the claims qualifying for class action treatment. | 
; 4, The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission BRS, 
‘to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, has a duty to see 
‘that the laws and the national policy effecting those laws to end 


i, employment discrimination are obeyed. It has determined, 

i ing its decision to intervene in the Blowers, Loughney and Nareott 
! lawsuits, that the discrimination of Lawyers Cooperative Publishin 
|; Company is a national concern and that the lawsuits are of 'seneral 
I pubiic importance". Evidence produced in the Blowers 


ito date establishes that Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 


the second largest publisher of legal books in the country, if 


| 

{ 

| not the largest such publisher. 

' 

! 5. The [qual Employment Opportunity Commission has 


| 
{ 
{ 
| 
1 
! 


{participated in all of these cases since their filing. The Blower 
| 

‘acueene was filed January 29, 1973. The Equal Employment Opportu- 
jnity Commission first appeared as amicus curiae on April 27, 1973. 


The Loughney case was filed in May of 1973 ard the Equal Employ- 


—— ot 


;ment Opportunity Commission first appeared as amicus in July 
of 1973. The Nageotte litigation was filed in July of 1973 


and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission appeared as anicus! 


! 


| 
| 
! 
; in November of 1973. ‘ | 


: 6. Because of its past standing in the Blowers, Loushney 


jj and Nageotte litigation as amicus curiae, the Equal Employment 


| Opportunity Commission is familiar with and abreast with the liti- 


| gation. There would be no delay occasioned by the intervention of | 


i the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 


7- The Equal Employment Opportunty Commission has alread 


y 

indicated in its papers in support of its motion to intervene in i 
_ | 
r 


»the Blowers litigation that its intervention will neither delay no 


‘ 
1, produce additional discovery. It will join in with the discovery | 


! already requested by plaintiffs and co-ordinate its future dis- 
i 
covery with the “<dditional discovery requested by the plaintiffs. 


8. Threshold issues in these lawsuits have yet to 


‘be decided The discovery motions in the Blowers litigation dated 
iMarch 22, 1973, February 11, 1974, and May 7, 1974 are still Ppend- 
ling. As well, the court has under advisement the designation of 
Hehe Blowers litigation as a class action and the naming of all 


te 
(plaintiffs in this case and the Nageotte litigation as named 
a 


il 
liplaintiffs and members of the class. 


9. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, because 
@ its statutory responsibility to interpret, apply and 2nforce 
| 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, can make a special and 


tas contribution to this litigation. The intervenor applicant 
i 


has an expertise developed by the mandate of Congress in the 


lenactment of Title VII as to all questions which this court must 


‘ 


consider - definition of class, scope of discovery, proof of dis- 
' 
lerimination, etc. The intervenor applicant should be an aid to 


jall parties and the court in resolving these questions of initial 


| 
impression in this district. 


10. The participation of the Equal Employment Opportu 
pomeission in this litigation will provide further assurance t 


lthe court that there will he no time wh he interests of the 
{ 
{Plaintiffs and of the class they represent are not fully and v 
i] 


: 


H 
‘ 


; 
vOusly espoused. Thus, the unsupported attack which attorneys for 
' 
' ‘ 
=e Cooperative Publishing Company constantly make on plaintiff 
‘ 
! : 
"counsel should be finally dismissed as neither a past, present or |} 


Iruture concern. | 
} For these reasons, plaintiffs respectfully request that 
i] 


- ' 
‘the court grant the application of the Equal Employment Opportunity, 
i 
:Commission So intervene in this lawsuit and the motion that all { 
. ! 
iparties in this lawsuit and the Nageotte litigation be added as ! 


‘ 
; named plaintiffs in the Blowers litigation with the litigation bein 


“designated a class action. ~ a 
| a. 
se A 


ae, 


me ee 


\ 


February 7, 1975 


[Filed 2/20/75] 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
PATRICIA LOUGHNEY, et al., 


Plaintiffs, AFFIDAVIT IN 


OPPOSITION To 
-vs- é MOTION TO 

INTERVENE 

LAWYERS CO-OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, ae! Sem Les, 
THC. CIV 1973-74 
Defendant. my eae ve ae 


STATE Oi’ NEW YORK: 
COUNTY OF MONROE : SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER: 
DONALD S. BENNETT, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 
be E¥\ ama Vice President and Director of Personnel 
of The Lawyers Co-Operative Publishing Company and am familiar 
with the facts of this action. 

2. At no time has the United States Fgual Employment 
Opportunity Commission investigated any charge of discrimination 
against The Lawyers Co-Operative Publishing Company. 

3. No representative of the United States Fanual 
Employment Opportunity Commission has ever contacted me or any 
other representative of The Lawyers Co-Operative Publishing 
Company with reference to sex discrimination charges pending 
before the EEOC or now pending before the United States District 
Court for the Western District of New York, including the 


charges of the plaintiffs herein. 


k| Dana te S. bane H 


DONALD S. BENNETT 


Sworn to before me this 
13 day of February, 1975 


fsf_ T Alan “Back NO 


[Filed 2/24/75] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT couUNT 

WSSTOPM DISTRICT OF NW Yoru. 

$$ A 
ATNICL’: LOUGIRIEY ond GLNLIVS VALLIY 
CHAPTER OF THE N.UCIONAL ORGANIZATION 

FOR WONI71, 


Plaintiffs 
~V3 = CIVIL 1973-233 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 


“Sta hi wo 
COMPAN . Lil e 


Defendant | 


Enaelyn S. Logan-fhaldwin 
510 Powers Ruilding 
Rochester, N.Y. 14614 
Attorncy for plaintiffs 


Nixon, ficrqrave, Pcvans & Loyie 
Lincoln First Townr 


& 
Rochesetcr, N.Y. 14603 
Attorneys for deicadant 


Charlyn J. Buss 

Trial Attorney 

Equal faployment Oprortunity Commission 
1206 New Hanmmshire Avenue, NW. 
Washington D. C. 20506 


By written notion filed herein February 6, 1975 
Lyual Eaployment Opportunity Commission moves to intervene 
as a plaintiff. The motion is in all respects denied in 
the exercise of discretion. See Blowers vs. Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company, Inc., ct al., decided 
this day, Civil 1973-47. 


~~ 2= 


SO ORDIR=D. 


By notico o* notion filed January 21, 1975 


the plaintiffs move for an order permitting the Lqual 
Baployrment Opvortunity Cormission to particivsate in 
Gepositions. The motion ic in all respects denied. 

SO OROMrRID. : 

Depositions in the Loughney case whic’ were ths 
subject of discussion before this court at its motion ter 
of February 10, 1975, will proceed on March 17, 18 anda 19, 
1975, «nd Harch 24, 25 and 26, 1975. 


SO ORDE"ID. 


HAROLD PP. DURKEE 
United States Diutrict Judce 


_* fetes 283 


sroenrnm UAT 
>t V itll 


NOTICE OF 
APPEAL 


CIVIL ACt 
NO. 1973- 


we eet ee Oe 


oe 


Louchney and Genesee 


t . : : - ' nah anr 
of the National Organization for Women, hercv) appeal 


' 
i] 


order and memorandum decision of the Honorable Harold P. Bur 
j 


‘gated February 21 175, and denying the motion of the Equal 
: 


‘Employment Opportu™..cy ‘ommission to intervene in this case. 


‘Plaintiffs appeal on the fa and the law and from each and ever 


YQ - s e*aAwrtire 
part of s ** order denying inter 


Rochester, ow York 
\; Tele: 716-232-2292 


iMarch ll, 1975 
; ‘ 


CIVIL DOCKET 
UNITED STATES DISTRIC r COURT 


A 


Jury demand date: 


TITLE OF CASE 


mITaay 


“LEN_ MICHELSON ; 
z Aj 4 Anneal of 
a 


Kenneth 


Districi_ 
Equal Em 
One_+..Gei 
Suffalo,- 


Charisn. 
Oifice oO 


~GHE_LANYERS_COOPERATIVE 
COMPANY  ____ 


]_ For defendant 
| John PK 4 
_Nixon,k: 
Lincoln 
_||_ Rocheste 


Busis of Action: : i | Docket fee 
Civil Rights- esate 
liscri mination -injunc- Witness fees 
tion ie 
: Depositions 


Action arose at: 


et al. Ws The_ Lawyers _ Cooperative. Publishing Ceomnan 


_Nageotte, 


PROCEEDINGS | 2s 

‘ ini Trin ein afi 5 pig tct 

SES Fa Rae ae a ae 

on SiC _se rved a_7/24/73 PERINAT ae te x we KE rs 

f motion and_ motion to disniss —— ices 
11-26-73 ____— z e a 


ty Comm. motion_to file _ prior ais 


- 1973-238 36 2. companion brief to — 


opposition to motion th diamtss:—-- b i nou 
fr] in_ oss ; rion _to_motion to. Shi s..) —— 
_ granting _ [OC motion to file former amicus |uriage priv r.) 
a_co! panion brief in this case-ourke, « DJ_Notice & copics- | — 
Emmelyn Log2n-: Paldwin_& Jonn Ba. MeCrory. Caras Rabe 
ii > ae multaneous_br riefs_to_be_ submitted 2 sks .—— 
side to have e_one wk, to reply ——_—_ iets Fem! 
ie EL LLNS FF 
r_den rs_motion. ‘to dismiss. _conplai t-Rurke __DJ. oe 
ce & c ‘Ennelyn Loga n-Baldwin, “John B. McCrory and ae: 
_ Dik Gl Rat et 
i 's, ans to complaint __. cpeiosk eniaenrennenmarcoronnet Lee 
ec, 9 | “Deft 5. _8° for protective corde ro-ret.12/23/74..-- 
‘ PEN ae eee eee aes “ EE 
23 ee 2 8 a af firmati S:' tice of cross_ “motion for protect ive _ | ad 
i order & | comp liscovery ;_ opposition to Deit ‘ss. motion ee (ae 
| for_protec ive_or -ret.at Roch, 12-23 -74 \ \ 
id 23 | Notion by Deft. order. _ Cross. motion by iD 
ot ti to be submitted 1- 


“1 Notice of Appeal feopy matiied to ‘r. McCrory and to 


Clerk, CCA «ith copy of ‘chet entries; CCAS Forms C ana 


_mailed to MES Logan-Ba Ldw in) 


an, v) 1 F Fed Teft's. affidavit Gn Civ- 1973- Ch) ) es Ee ae 
: ‘eb. ; 4 eee EEOC notion _ TO ANE vee ios rey pitf, 7f#ited in Roch.) fet Thee 
PD i caenetl EEOC notice of » ot ion to. intervene. and motion_to_ consoliun Tae 
this case with Ci 7197 3~47_ and Civ= 2073-235. OF AK. the alter-_ |} — 
native to_atd all nlitfs, as parties “gn _Civ-1973-437- en ST a Ee 
Roch_2-10-75_(in © i pel 978247) ; PREPRESS 
‘wv Bits '. certificate of service of above motion Cin_ Civ-1972 AZ 
“ Pplt{s affirmation_ in_suppors of application_ for_interyen: a5; Sees 

Z i tee: ities in Roch.) —_____—___— Gah Be at eee Sees! ee 
10 | Motion by b20C to intervene.— Ta he submitted “Ll wk, _from_today__.._-__} -- 

10} Sot d pitfs’. reply affirmation_in SpE art _of. Gross MOLION ACs. + te 
i. Meet tective orger_and_to compel disclosure, opposition.to deftts _| = 
motion. forpre tective_arder. (in Civ -197 3-47) —_-. Mig eas = 

__letter from pltfs'_attoxney to Hon. Hero1ld_P._ Burke dated 7 *i 
AMEE -17475_{in Civ-1973-47) i PE GEDT Saas tee? Pekan ae a 

sic Deft's. affidavit in oppositi on_to motion to intervene. 

wv pert* memorandun of points A authorities, preliminary state7 

e Bi... ment. . eS: es ins ate ie ‘ | 
___ Dec is 20Nn & OFGer. ine motion of EEOC to intervene as_a |} 

___ party piaints tt _Notice & copies Yo Fanelyn S. \ 

Ee ncHaldsin, argrave, Devans & Doyle and Charlyn_J. | x 

Ps 
| 


n 
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Civ-1973-346 Mary Negeotte, et al. v. The Lawyers Cooperative Publishing re 


D. C. 110 Hey. Crvtl Dock} Couttsuation 


apt PROCEEDINGS 


1975 __ sei = 


ee | ee 


; ee arian Nat? er x “7 = =a EPEC LTE 6 

Var. 27_| Filed Noii¢ f Appeal of U.S. Equal saployment Opportunity Comnis— | 
sion, applicant for_intervention (covy. mailed to Mr. McCrory | 
_and_to. Clerk, CCA with copy of Jocxet_entries; CCA's Frorns a: 


C_and_l mailed to Mr, Davicson) (in Civ-1973-47) 


NVQ Tas 


WESVERN DISCRICT 


MARY NAGZOTTE 
125 Fal:moutn Street 
Kochester, New York 14615 


VINCENZA LINDA GRICE 
110 Avis Street 
Rochester, New York 1461 


PASCHA 3AKER 
17 Alexis Street 
Rochester, New York 


PAT’ PRUSAX 
2180 Ricz 
Rochester 


e 


BLLEW MICHE 
101 (le 
Rochester, New 


ELIZABETH ARES 
75 Lored. pate 


MARGRET MOULTON 
691 Eas - 


Main Street 


re 
~ vu 
Rochester, New York 


ena i WEATROUR 


VIRGINIA 
UB cHarler 


Rocies cer, 


VALLEY CHAPTER OF THE 
ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN 
34Q Parseils Avenue 
Rochester, New York 1460 


~against- 


THE LAWYE! COOPERATIVE ji S9HIUG COMPANY 
Aqueduct Bui i treet 
Rocnester, 

Defendant 


COMPLAIN? 


1. Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant 
to 28 U.S.C. §1343 (4); 42 U 


U.S.C. $2600 (e) 5 (f) and 28 U.S.C. 


Dirtha to» an 
aucnorized and 


snstituted 


-, mre wTT f ¢ _ . ‘ins 
pursuant to Title VII of the Act of Congress known as 
tiny ‘el 27% ~~ hy e a “”- 3s0fhW 

ane Civil Rights Act of 2964 


» Title VII as amended oy the 


Act of 1972, &2 U.S.C. §2000 
invoxed to 


secure protection of deprivation of rignts 


secured by (a) 42 U.S.C. 


€ providing for 
injunctive and other relief agai Cisecrimination on the 
basis of sex in employment and (b) 42 U.S.C. §1981, providing 
for the equal rights of all persons in every state and 
territory within the jurisdiction o£ 


2. Charges of discrimination nave veen filed 


wt fer 
Vea Va 


tne Equal Employment Cano re-ne ey Commission, the cnarzges 
pporcunitcy > c 


were properly ceferred, more 160 days elapsed since 


tne Equal Employment Opportunity Commission nas issued 


Right to Sue Notice;to plain Copies of the Right to 
Sue Notices are attachec 


ao tel 
ana 


made a part nereof as 
exnioit A. All plaintiffs herein have heretofore moved to ce 
addeac as named party plaintiffs and members of the class in tne 
lawsuit pending in this Court captioned Eula Lee Blowers, 
individuaily, ana on benalf of all otner persons similariy situ- 


ated vs. wawyers Cooperative Puolisning Company, Inc, , Donaid 


Bennett, Charlies Donner ana Robert Fein, Civil Action No. 157 


2573-! 
Plaintiffs renew their application for treatment of these claim: 
on a class action basis. Since the Court nas not reached decte 
sion on that application, plaintiffs hereby perfect tneir iawe 
Suit pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. 
PARTIZS 

3. Plaintifl. MARY NAGEOTTE 4s a private citizen wos 
resices at 125 Falioutn Street, sochester, new York. PLULUSL LE 
vageotse 4: moer of senesee Valley Chapter of us, 
N MM. Pieine. tT? 4 is 645 OCEN employed by Ber 
NW .¥ é 674 i ¥ “ r 
welt Saw VOU ISU AVE SU de whens” Vonuy wb SiCe GeDberisc 2 


o 


in +. nant tar a GS ee eee 4 : Si res -- 
witna the exception of a peric Of ax 1ce petween June, 1909 
and ee oe er %904¢ She > var eimme ~« ts-pm ee aw ot 
i eepreenocer, wYuUY. ni edhe 7 @PiOuUus 2meS Sougae ana 


» bee 2c + cans sAaywar Amat a, & 7 
convsnues to seex advancement Q@e wan 


yers Cooperative Pubiishing 


Company. She holds a Bachelor of Sc: nce Gegree n Elementary 


Education from tne University of Ro vex wi a minor of 
‘ 

twenty-four nours in English. 

A. Plaintif? VINCENZA LINDA GRICE is a private 
citizen who resides at 110 Avis Str ©, Rochester, New York. 
Plaintiff urice is and has been employed py Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Pudlishing Company since February, 1973. 
She is presently classified an acy "eacer. She nas at . 


Various 


see aCvancement at 


Lawyers Cooperative Publis 


-WUolishing Company. She holds a Baecnelor 
of Science degree i Gucation from the Geneseo State College, 
Geneseo, New York. She has attended magne school at the i 
University of Rochester gracuate college). 
S. Plaintiff PASCHA BAXER is a private citizen 
who resices at lj exis Street, i suer, New York. Plainvirer 
Baker is and fendant.s I 


Lawyers Cooperative 
Pudlishi 


6G 


She has at 


«4 


contanues to seek advance- 


v 


Menl ab Lawyers Coopera 


nes 
< 
~ 
» 
c 
oO 
= 
os 
5 


shins Company. She nolds 


eG. ce trom tne Monroe ign Senool, Rochester, 


New York. She has a raed nignt scnool at the University of 


. y 1? yee sia & oa a oS Cnn na r4 $44 2 at . -« 
Rochester (undergraduate collece). She nas matriculated at 
Cnm le 2 op am te oe a. = f 
wne University of 


nochester (undgergraauate school) for tne 


awarding of a degree, B.A. in Engl: 


PRUSAX 15 a private citizen wio 


resides at 1180 Ricze Road East. Roc! 


_— ‘ ne 
Meese, MOCICSceYP, NeW Yorn. 


Plaintiff’ Prusak is and has bee 


n employed py Defendant Lawyers 
: 3 


Cooperative Publisning Company since Novemder, 1970 in the 
proofroom, he desires 


advarcastars® a& 7 
aGvancenen 


» a0 Lawyers Cooperative 
J r 


’ 1? - -~-> C c > | ye > oOwne 
Publisning Co: Je «89H 80.08 &@ High senool cGegree fron 
“4 - Pa Cay , . v ¢ . 
Cardinal Mooney 3 S » NOW ZOCK. She ha ad 
two years of col? ats PAY i cucrentily AL Ys 
~ mw te 


Monroe community College. Previousl 


has earned undergraduate cre v1 the und nignt 
schools of Monroe Community ge and University of Rocnester. 


Gegree in psychology. 


ELLEN is private citizen 
who resides at gton Drive. New York. 


Ars “3g hr Anfara«-r?¢ Ts . 
empsoyea oy Geienaant Lawye 


A 


April 1971 to the 


"proof room! an employee of tne cefendant, she desired 


advancement. he nolds a high school degree from the Brighton 


High School, New York. 


’ B. Plaintiff ELIZABETH ARES is a private citi 


wno resides at 75 Lored Road, Victor, New Yorn. Piainti 


Ares is and has deen employed by defendant Lawyers Cooperative 


Pudlishing Company since Septemoer, 1970 as a copyhoider 


proofreader. 


She has at various times sougnt and continues 


to seex advancement at Lawyers Cooperative Pudlisning Company. 


cegree from Brignton High “School, 


nocnester, sew Yorx and attenced Monroe Community College 


for one year. She has attended night “Monroe 
2 
Community College for four semesters anc has been enrolled in 


mee 


R.1I.T. night scnool. 


a9 MARGRET MOULTON 4s a private citizen 
who resides at Street, Rocnester, New Yorx. 


Plaintiff Moulton is 


been employed oy defendart 


Lawyers Cooperative Puoliisning Company. Sne noids a nign 


scnool degree from Nazareth Acacemy Convent, Rochester, New 


Nim maar 


sHasROURiS a private c 


t+ 
~v 


Rochester, New Yorx. 


> y= bale - 
ren.s.eic 


ll. Plaint RGINIA SWEENZY 


~_- 2 
Wook 2 
hap 2 . . « 
*§O marsenm ovree 


1ias be 


position departmeait. She 
at various in igi and continues to seek advancement 


eal 


Lai ‘ers 


school degre 


le. iff NATIONAL ORGANIZATION 


wma aVivanw AONLAVU 


ang guaran 


Veesseee Vasacy Ciapler Oi 


organizat 


dedicated 


peopie in our 


fullest numan 


indivicuals or organizz througn the silken curtvai 


of prejudice and discrimination against women in government, in- 


qdustry, tne professions, raat 


atns hea ‘ sh oieee ina? ce 
Churches, tie pC saaviCasn Purr. 


e 49 ~ ~ » i OO mee e 4 “7 
juaiciary, tne laoor unions, in ecducation, science, 


429 


amportance in American 
National Organization 
Organization for Women. 


the purposes of the National Organizatic 


av 
power of American law and 


Constitution to 


Oe 


remo 


+ 


of civil and political 


women, as well as for Negroes and othe 

of tne Statement of ational Organization 
is attached hereto a a part hereof as Exnibit A-1. 
Cc. 


In conjunction with the efforts of the organi-g 


zation to secure the e 


protection of the laws to women, 


Negroes and other d prived groups, the Genesee Valley Cnapter of 
the National Organization for Women as well as the nationai offic 
of the maintain 


review requests of women and infe 
Mation on how the National Organization for Women can assist in 
securing those rights to women, Negroes and other deprived group: 

availaole both to members and non-members 


Genesee Valley Chapter of the 


National Organizatio 


were cenied entry 1 ions and/or promotions, were dis- 
Cnarged, or not recruited for available positions and/or were 
otherwise discriminated agains in employment opportun 


defendant Lawyers wolishing Company 
because of race, 


ie ee ree Oe enn ee , Ae 
ana oelier, many discriminated against vecause 


“es 


race and/or 


selves individually or ot: 


ierwise 


s 
© 
¢ 

~ 
in 
. 


tion oy cefendant Law) 


individual identification. ? 


) te 2 | er $ a+ y * 
tne National Organization for 


a 


rs Cooperative Pr 
13. Defendant, Lawy 
is a New York Corporation enzsa 


bbeytey 


law oooks. Its principal offi 
are at One Aqueduct Street 


in industry affecting comme 


STATEMENT ¢ 


~c + +\- wt etn & ah &4 > 


oO the xvigats of 
for injunctive relief re 
a practice, policy, custom or 

A. Discriminat 
female employees Decause of 
respect to compensation, 
employment and 

B. Limiting 
of defendant in ways which Ge; 


employees of employmenr 


yment opporvunities ana otherwise adverse:iy 


* “4 . 4 5 on ae 
affecting their status 
a“ ~~?! =a - tt 
ana matvional or a 


Va miyeebe 


15. Tne detenaan’ 


=) 


.ishing Company 


mmerce, anc 


a e SL nae . 2 w@- a 4 
race and national origin wi 


ees because of tneir 


ac 


complaints because of possi. 
perative Puolishing (: npany 
would de jeopardized vy such 


s Genesee Valley Chapter of 


ae vr « ‘ 
mas aniatiatea this on on 
YOO, mave geen Ci LOYeCG ana wic 
we = Coc wat J 2 “-~ 
wohWYerS CLooperaviV UG L4SH4ns 
, Yeaee wh e mnitawvecd - ov 
4 CiaaSS Wao are empsuoyea, nave 
aa e Jers t4 ve ) 
Y xawyei VOCOpePavavVe Fuvss5i@ 
ii DE SUOjected to tne ais- 


rod . ral syria Yl - . - 
secS and customs of: tne 


Cooperative Publishing Company, 


in the ousiness of pub 
ana principal place of ousiness 


2 


red 


Le 


MGS, YVaCn Waogtu aisu 


~—* la far dG 
vehe ge.z.cnc 


3 


~f + 7 
e Ols 

oa f et ntatin® Pho an ’ 
against plaintiffs and otner 


ewrnt&d4 — “mr + 4 oe ae 
», CONG~AvLONS ania privileges ot 


Nas 


- . . ° - * ,* . 
OnNGiSctcenvu.y ana purpose Tul 
JUCwy seetCaGais 


a ee a a 


herein of their ripny sé nveed to them under the United States 
Constitution and fed 4, Wath the intent and Gesign, 


doth 
directly and indirectly, of fostering and protecting, the advaa- 
tage and advancement of wnite male employees to the Getriment of 


COUN? I 


16. Upon information ang belies 


» the Lawyers Coopera~ 


4 e oo - in . 9 . ain %s. A Tat ~ rs 
against its women empioyees, including Plaintiffs, herein, 


4 are <- 7 lueginer sha ~~ FOAM at ‘ ¢ ai #2 nt@ © £ eo, pF ? 
Virtually excluding them from Cereasan Joo classifications ancCiucir 


© limited to: purchasing agent, accountant, computer 


librarian, truck driver, pressman, managing editor, professional 
interviewer, printing personnel, systems analyst, certain machine 
operators (highest paid operators in gathering, Shipping, dindin 


all managerial po 


a 
be 
ct 
r ~ 
°o 
| 
a“ 
rt) 
3 


ad all positions above managerial 


Job classification in Lawy 


@ 
be | 


S Cooperative determ 
pay an employee receives, 


formly have lower joo c ications and lowe rates of 


Male employees performing the sam 2” Similar duties or responsi- 
BP 34e4 ne See wx 


eVivewvewses vest Saiitt SXilis. 


A. Upon information and belief, for example, the 


‘ 
advance reading department is classified as a clerical, non- 


exempt joo. The advance reading department is and always nas vee 


composed of only women employees. The Starting salary in tne 


aavance reading department 1 


S $118.50 per week. On the other nar 


the correspondence Gepartmenst where persons of both male and 


female sex are employed, is classified as an exempt pos 


tne starting salaries of tne correspondence Gepartment 


are - 


collection cor-esponcent, $131.25 per week and Junior correspon- 
dent, $145.25 per week. Work done by employees in the advance 
reading ccpartmens 4s the sare or Similar work as that performed 


by the eiiplovees of the corresnoxne 


a “fara lTpanwtwar é 
one ImGenc Gt a ede 


wi eitg Re denbdt ik) si ‘ 
ene arulvcary classification 


“ * - ~AAueKran . ~ ¢ 
eo VA be aAGVaANCe VPCAGs! G 


joods as clerical, non-exempt arditrary classification 
of tne corresponacence departme;: exempt, 


Lawyers Cooperative ractice, 


custom anc usage oc 


employees oy 
making available exployce 


. 2 we 
oenei.its 


empioyees, 


watt 
ve te 


2 for ana } »?% 4 rad Lard: faa 4 ¢ s 
aniorme ana bDe.lei, aefendant maintéa: 


° 


a policy, practice, custom and usage of 


Giscrimination against 


its women employees dy placing i 


ts women employees, including 
Plaintiffs herein, in low, menial classifications while requirina; 


them to perform work of nign, technical and professio 
Oo > 


and classification; the women receive pay, 


at the low, menial level. 


18. Upon information and belie 
a policy, practice, 


£- %n s . 


ee 


Ip meyer Payier aero s s Deb ebbemee aw seh Cand vu a 
” 7 > o +t ’ 


conscious practic 4 


in its jobd ciassi 


a design to hire o 


’ 
i ; 


ra 


wages and be docile. Lawyers Coonerative Puolishing 
at least five Gepartments in wi nh there has never be 


there now a female employee. 


COUNT IV 


19. Upon information and belief, defendant maintains 


licy, practice, custom and usage of recruitment for enploy= 


cirected 4ring only the wnite 


the dest paying, career-orientea joos, 


se 


"ahs, WOMEN, 2Nnesuual pweGaivsiis, Ne veoan, 


{Ghre 
J GOS 


COUNT V 


information and delie?, defendant maint 
a policy, sé, CUStOM and usage of excluding women, inc 
plaintiffs programs to 


orams which men 


oe atané etetf# 9° - oe ie | = > fon ‘ 
equivalent S4244S are enroiied either at 


+ 4c + wa 4 wf ire 
2misn vraining 

ate «4 c - a 4} 
CuaSS4i4 Grancea cn 


female 


COUNT VI 


21. Upon informe.ion and belief, defendant maintains 


a policy, practice, custom and usage of Giscriminating a 
its women employees, including plaintiffs herein, 
and assignin 


Chae 


or the white male employees as jods which 


are career, supervisory and management oriented while class 
jobs for women which 


aa.ca are 


of menial nature a 


out career, supervisory or management potential. 


COUNT VII 


2. Upon information and belief 


» Gefendant diser*: 


against its women empl 


oyees, including plaintiffs herein, by 


maintaining & policy, practice, custom and usage of promoting anc 


transferring 


the empioyees so that the white male employee is 


advanced to career-oriented, supervisory or 


manageuent position while the woman employee is retained in 


low-paying, menial joos which 


om are not career, Supervisory 


COUNT VII 


23. Upon information and belief, defendant discr 


against women employes, including plaintiffs herein, by 


ee ee ee , eo watt we Arantta aT. ene naw4 ‘ 
MA@iNvasHnu.ng 2 pOs«sCyY, Prace.s wey ana Usase pesgeliy, VUnH 
i a 


. ‘ 
woes » 


] 


. 


sxill 


ana coOmpevence 


same 


gsraine¢ 
againse 


Lo 
4a4vsS 


mai 


+ 
o 


+ Srty 
nvalslnan 


harass, 


emoarrass, 


to 


We, . an wis . " 
xeep her place. 


A. 


Gefendant is 


evidence 


i. 
wn 


employee en corpor 


employee questions ca 


a 


but complete 


the initial 


interview 
from further prospect 
their disinclination 
personal information 


cycle experience 


. 


3 


the personnel o 


tet 


female employees as 


depending upon th 


1e 


dant 


al 
re 


n 


Ult 


routinely rec 


that, as a condition 


a 
aa 


be examined b WO! 


y 


to humil 


after imposing close 


during the n 


y~a} 
see 


on when the woman 


4 'n 
vne 


wa 


2CMaae em 


psy 


y, ~ as rer 
4y OYrcine! 


rale prospective employees are not so 


ar 


+r, 
weWea 


COUNT ix 


ana 


anc belief, defendant t 


discrimina 


4 Ain a | 
including pl 


4 ; 
asnvi 


- & — arr 
>, CUSLOM ana 


Hse ei an un? an 4c eT aitas 
AvUaviOn WALCN IS Caicuiated 


eredDy 


cause 


pract >, policy, custom or usaz 


from initial interview with 


ve agents e prospective 


iculated to who have 


a 


¢eas. Further, 


of female employees is calculated to exclud 


of employment all women who do not in 


it ne ® 
a2cCave 


+ 


2O nave chilcren and i 


who fai 


fail to divulge 


vo 


tne corporate interviewer as her m« 


" 72 - 
Screene 


che tiie of the employment interview with 


inquiry::2s: made of prospective 


nans for marriage or remarriage 


of the female. Defen- 


Pawea e 
of females 


maxing employment app 


of Making ary employment offer, the 


Powe" mae 
- CmMasaesS 


1 Gynecologist retained oy the defendant.. 


cefencant fosters an atmosphere calculater 


16S the woman employee upon niring oy 


taere- 


al 


as 


the movement of the cmployee 


xing day Dut not limited to, chec 


oyee travels one floor to 


anotne; 


her moves 
fees are conversing among the 


4 , = “a } on? 9 
ssvameeGacve ana n 


' 
| 
company further seeks to intim 
employees by remvoin 
} 
i 


i from tne 
‘ any poster, sign or note which expresses a sentient 
company agent considers inappropricte. Com 


to time examine women employees 


at Lawyers Cooperative. Particularly distressin 
the company arran 
carefully watched for 
tne restrooms. Women are specifically forbidden 
cafeteria except at authoriz 
Stricted. Tne company has appoin 
Clerical department a Supervisor who does nothin 
read magazines and waten 
are not leaving too early, rotn- 5 “ha sos! 
observes which women are talking 


ng ce other women. 


the atmosphere of surveillance and Susp 


ao 


’ 

| 

\ 

| K. Lawyers Cooperative Publish 
' . 
ployee that "someore" saw you do this ane such. 
| eS ge ; 
; will attempt to fine out wno na 

| Give inc. information on the char-es 

‘ 

| 

' coce which applies only to its women en 

' - 


G. Tre company e 


4 . + 4 woe ‘ 7.1.7.0 ad 44 
ac mManaaved wase anerceases 
? > » 


" 

' 

1 

\) : 
1 to it. women employees of arbit~ ] ser, 
‘ 

HI 

H 

i 

ii 

' 


Creases to Waicn those women employees would aay 


Av 


4S ieG to believe that 
» particularly 
ni liate Temale 
inGgivicual employee's work 
Vnicn a 
pany agents 
personal, private property in 
noe Sudjected to Sus- 
fay OF life 
nme to pirainvisz 
ees for all of its female employees. Women are 


the time they take coffee breaks or wo to 


| 
| 
to tne 


and other women employees is the continual surveillance 


~ =~7 7 
oS Gada 
tne women employees to see 


fo tn: & t-- 
Vesely Lisl 


We Vee hiss 


ing Company neizhters 
icion oy advising arn enm~ 
an e: 


1aS accused, the supervisors 
masntains and enforces 
Piigages ina policy with 


ly cenying a portion 


2G. 2465 WOMEN ChDwCyers 


area 


-~41 Oa, 
~” 


wnich 


1@ eGitoris 
J 


i ot) 
‘ ‘v7 
on 


Vid he 


row 
5 ow c 
GreCusS 


respect 


s 


0. 


et 
{ 


t 


the normal wage scale for that salary level. 


m. Tne defendant seexs to heighten the employment 
Gisadvantase of its female employees dy failing to post informa- 


tion acequately on promotion and transfer opportunities in other 


J 
parts of tne company for the benefit of female employees; when 


pt 
the company officials are contacted by female employees witn 


*3 


3 

| respect to promotion and/or transfer, company employees -routinel: 
Give little or no information on those opportunities to fema 
‘ 

H 

‘ 


| employees. 
{ 


i COUNT X 
| 


| 25. Upon information and belief defendant diseri 


iminate: 
against its women employees, including plaintiffs iierein, by 


maintaining a policy, praccice, custom and usage of denying sick 


preg- 


nant during the course of their employment. 


leave and other senefits to its female employees who become preg 
| COUNT XI 


_ 26. pon information and belief, the defendant main- 
- tains tne policy, practice, custom and usage of retaliating, again 
' and/os attempting to intimidate female employees who complain of 
4 | the company's illegal, discriminatory policies and practices. 
' | 
MiP aGasOn Usdaaure O..clebe 
' 


i ~ 
° 27. Tne effect, purpose and intent of.tne aforemention 


policies and practices pursued sy tne defendant, have been, ana 
| continue to oe, to limit, segregate, classify and discriminate 
against plaintiffs herein and otner female employees, in ways 
| which jeoparaize tneir employment opportunities and the opportuni 
eles of otner::female workers and otnerwise affect adversely tne: 
status as employees. < 


28. All the practices nerein alleged are continuing 


. 
ee a eee + 


ip to tne present time despite the efforts of the plaintiffs anda 


otner female employees having complained to the New York State 


Pret ey sees Wen Dd whidem wml Swat Sn tacannd wi ethsi ee a ep) Pop aavot 
Division of human ichts and aqual oi LOYmMene Oppor vUNMaey Von 


ca “alan? + ee 4% ~Yse 4 “420e m ae ® Fao. 9 . 
sion ana the complaints of the plaintif?’?s and other femal 


ee 
—_- eee 


ee SS 


-L4- 


ployees having been foi the 


New York State Division of 


Human Ri : 


en stave 


probadle cause" of unlawful, discriminato: 
acts on tne defendant's part. 
29. 


plain, adequate or 


Plaintiffs and other female employees, have no 


complete remedy at law to redress the wrongs 


alleged nerein and Ss pre 


preliminary and permanent in- 
junction is the only means of 


* securing acGequate relief. Tne 


female employees 


are now suffering and will 


Sn fiimy 


from the defendant's poli-—- 
set forth nerein. 
resoing unlawful and d: 


tiffs have suffered 


- 


damages. 


31. Wherefore, the 


this court advance this case on the Gocket, order a speedy neari: 


at the earliest possible date, cause this case to be in every 
Way expedited and upon such ! 


(1) Declare that defendant has discriminate 


and continues to discriminate against 


the plaintiffs on 


‘ , pe ra . ¥ : . P 
Mews Ye OSOCAy 2EACO GHG Mavidiau 


origan and in violation 
Statutory and constitutio 


preliminary and perma- 


agents, succes-- 
acting in concert wita 


tnem ana at 


fro~ oc 
arom ¢ 


(a) To exclude women from certain joo 


VWiwttiead éa< wmehesnians Lax 
2imated CO: Purchasing AgeaAt 


Computer Lid 


erson 


Anaiyst, Certain Machine Operators (highest paid operators in 


ial : F oth ened 4 eee ~~ ee Pe ae 
gavnerin on.Dp CSaGds POSsVAONns 


Ne - oe | 

* wat nes “nA “AGP 

ws mheyg Masses Guu POoA- 

as a mena I 2 e- 

aoove mManagerral Ley 
& 


on sata = mc ARE tt a a at Se A fn + lr oe 
sees ‘ 
; 


= eee ae eS a lll 


a1 5s 


(bo) To pluce its women employees in low, menie 


classifications wnile requiring tnem to perform worx of 


technical and professional caliver and classification. 


(c) To fill only certain’ jobs in its job 


: . rae 
+ Le AL. bs Servs Ss th nea ass 
i women einmployees which 


nh it carefully recruits 


nly those women employees who will worx 


(d) To hire only the wnite maie for tne ves 


P 5 


ang and hiring 


5, WHALE seek 


f nc w4 ) 1 + 404 ~ ~ . ~~ 4 ar 
jods with little or no career, supervisory or 


(e) To exclude women from trainir> programs 
to which men with equivalent or less education and skills are 


the commencement of their employment or during 


bs for the white 


male employee which are career, supervisory and managerial oriente 


wnile calssifying and assiyzning jobs for women whicn are low paytr 


and of menial nature and without career, supervisory or manazgeria’ 


potential. 


sfer employees s¢ 


that tne white male employee 


iS acvanced to the higher-payins, 


career-oriented, supervisory or serial positions while’ tine 
women employees are ret i@G in low-paying, menial joos which 


ar~ not career, supervisory or managerial oriented. 


(h) To pay women of whatever joo description 


classification or joo level less 


tnan wnate male counterparts 


when tne education, sxill and competence of tne woman employee 


equals or exceeds tne ecucation, skill and competence of tne 


wnite male engaged in 3 


tne same or siniiar work. 


™% the employiie; 


err eX ayi44 eS % - « san wink: sie Saracen a miticen a =} 
Situation caiculated to HAVASS, Chuarress, RuMasiave an Cause 


Ah cay Ke oaks Vier mh “ " sn eed rT 
the Wornan employes to 2 


sect y ela pauls 


(Jj) To subject female employees to examinatic 
of social and political icéeas Subject female applicants to 
questions on dirtn contro 


applicants to question 


process. 


(k) To maintain Surveillance of female en- 


Ployees during the n 


ormal working day; to remove female employees’ 
property from tneir work area; to examine any personal property 
of a female employee in her work area. 


(1) 


gainst its women employees. 


To maintain and enforce a Gress code a- 


To deny arbitrarily a portion of a 


ava 
periodic, increase to women employees 


information on 


To fail to post pertinent 


4 


an other parts of the company 


t- fail to give complete in- 
formation of promotion transfer opportunities when inguir- 
ies are made. 


(0) to provide sick leave and 


otner 
benerits to female employees who become pregnant 


of their employment. 


(p) retaiiate against women employees fce> 


their complaining of illegal, iscriminatory practices. 


(q) To intimidate or attempt to intimidate 
any person for naving complained of illegal, discri 


min 
(r) To "blackdall" or attempt to "olackball" 
any person for naving complained of illegal, discrin 
32. Grant the plains 
injunction, enjoining 
employees, attorneys, 
at 


~~ a Raw ~ at “ Pad — Retamawslumiw awa 
tnesr CGirection from Convanulng ana 


enjoy equal employmen 


of tne Civ: gats A 


& Opportunities 


ct of 1964, 


a@ preliminary and 


t+ 


2tS agents, success 


an concert 


rors) 


WVLtH & 


mati meant uty, ~ 
d maianvasans 


custom or 


eacn of 


Reclassify each plaintirr 


tory classific 


Pay each plaintiff on 


(c) Pay each plai 


in a non- 


iain ack pay at the 


would nave received had she not been 
the time of ner employment to the presen 
Publishing Company, Inc. 

(d) Provide each plaintiff 


fer and promotion opportunities on a non-di 


ee eS ee eee = he 
iscriminated against 


t wath Lawyers Coope 


With trainin 


e 


(e) Expunge each plaintiff's 


off any derogatory; nal comments 


as a consequence of 


and/or intimidatio 


. 


(f) Pay each plaintiff the 


which she would nave been entitled had she 


against from the ner employment to 


cefendant's 


company voenef 


mot been di 


e 
o 


ae 
v 


ang Company, Inc. 


mechanism for 


prec 


oracr taAat 


te 
vic 


ors, 


nen 


7 3 — * Sk ae ee ee 
nd Gepraving pilainti 


Giscriminz 


m a non-Giscriminatory 


‘ 
race 
a 004 


eee 
eTavat 


> 


° 


. ee 
4ivts to 


oy ee eae 
Craminatec 


and usages of 

of their sex, race 

conditions, anc privilege 
36. 


Aliow tne plaint 


including reasonadile 


37. 
($100,060.00) comp 


Award 

e 

Award plaintiz 
Oo pay. 
sucn other 


appear to this court 


a 


on account 


= 


ai 


to compensation, ters, 


n 


fi action 


Son eae 
Heresy 


Runedred tnect id 


Sa 


e discriminatory, 


urtner relief as may 
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V WEST GeEncsee 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 
: (716) &42 - 5376 
yO 
ony: yor 


In Cus No. WbU5 OLOY Defoe the Egil Saployauny Opportuairy 
Couaiesion, United Svates Govern. 


Wess be] opatio f 4 


Navions. Oxganesaveon Zor Wouen 
Ve 


Lawysva Cooperative Puslishing Coapany 


wT NOOTIITTS Tr. 


Tela Bead tl aersrd sersbne 


WeiattaanS, tais Conmniss. civil ac<son with 
. . az? \ 
to your cnarge es provacace a oe os a 


y < yf < 108(2) (2 +) or 
Civil Rigats ? a3 azended, L2 U.S.C. 


WEEREAS, tnis Comission has not enter ea into a concisiation 


Cael 


“seenor.+ to which you axa @ party; 


TANarORS, nt to §706(7) of Sitle VII, you may, within 
90 Gays of your rece os institute a civil action 
% tne United Svaves 


case. 


tnis Novice, 


District Cours havang gucssciction over your 


Snould you decice % ¢ 4uéicial action, you must do so 
within 90 Gays or of tais lette> or you wali lose 
your right to sue uncer Title Vii. 


aa 


If you are not represeniceed by cou sel ané you exe unadle to rigs 
counsel, +n 


» Couxs may, in its discretion, appoint an attorney % 
represent Joie 


Stiould you have any qucation concexriang your Legal signta or 


Sight 
any difficuliy filing your case in CORT, pic 


AChiG vA CUR eOUd 


= ——4 ~~ Wae 
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-% “7 ~a7tt 

Ue Ven at geome Vem ewe ee Keacy awe ore 
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
{ } WEST GENESTE STAEET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842 ~- 51/0 


Re: 


In Case No.T203 0169 before the Equal Zaployzeat Opportunity 
Commission, United States Government. 


Mary Nageotte 
Vv. 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 


YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THT: 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not filed a civil action with 
respect to your chargo as provided by section 706(f)(1) of 
f'itle VII of the Civil Rigata Act of 1964, as amended, 12 U.S.C. 
2000e et seq; and, 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you are a party; 


THEREFORE, Pursuant to 4706(F) of Title VII, you may, within 
90 days of your receipt of this Notice, institute a civil action 


in the United States District Court having jurisdiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to commence judicial action, you aunt do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue under Title VII. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 
counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an attorney to 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your lezal rights or have 
any difficulty filing your case in court, please contact iirc. 
Kenneth McCulloch of our Regional Office at (212) 261-3644. 


f/) 
IG WOM gee od Bhs 3 


LLOYD G. Veithig MeO HAOCO VOL dsr ads 


EXHIBIT A 


EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEY YORK 14202 
(716) 842 ~ $170 


NOTIC RE OF 


In Case No. TPU3 0170 vefore, the 
Comaission, United States Govorraent. 


Vincenza Linda Grice 


Lawyors C 


YOU ARS HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT: 
MIEREAS, this Cc 

respe ct to your cAaar 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 

2000e et seq; and, 


WHKDEAS, this Cosmiscion has not entered into a conciliation 
egreement to which you are a party; 

THEREFORE, Pursuant to §706(F) 
90 days of your receipt of this loti 
in the United States District Court 
case, 


Title VII, you may, within 
inatitute a civil action 
aving jurisdiction over your 


Should you decide to comnence judicial action, you must do so 


within 90 days of of this letter or you will lose 
J J 
your right to sue der Title VII. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 
counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint on attomey to 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your legal rights or 
any difficulty filing your case in court, please co ntact by tas 


fy'ba, . 
Kenneth McCulloch of our Kegional Office at (212) 261-364. 


Pin this ak 4-13-73 
Typ G./ G i Sana District wircctor > 


EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 


1} WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 642 - 5170 


Re: 


NOTICE 
WiTiilh 
In Case No. T3U3 0171 before the Equal Eaployzont Opportunity 
Coumission, United States Govormment. 


Pascha Baxer 
Vv. 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Conpany 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED 7 


diana $ 


WHERGAS, this Commission has not filed a civil action with 


respect to your charge as provided by section 706(f)(1) of 
Title VII of the Civil Rignta Act of 1964, au amended, 42 U.5.C. 
2000e ct seq; and, 


Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you are a party; 


THERTFORE, Pursuent to 6706(F) o itle VII, you may, within 
90 days of your receipt of this dori institute a civil action 
in the United States District Court naving jurisdiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to comaence judicial action, you mist do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue under Title VII. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 


counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an attorney to 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your lesal rig¢nts or have 
any difficulty filing your case in court, t 
Kenneth ra of our Regional Office at (212) 261,-36l; 


please contact itr. 
LA Ly; “hull f- 43-73 
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WXHIBIT A 


EQUAL {MPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 


In Case No.T 


Commission, 


YOU ARE Hite 


Wisi S, thic 
respect to your char 
Title VII of the Civ 
2000e et seq; and, 


WHEMEAS, this C 
egreement to which 


THEREFOKE, Pursi 


90 days of your rec 


in the United Stat« 
OnDe. 


Shovld you decide to 
within 90 days of &: 


If you are not repr 
counsel, the Court ut 
represent you. 


Should you have 
any difficulty 
Kenneth licCulloca 


w receipt of 
your right to sue und 


1 WEST GENESFE STREELT 
OUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842 $170 


with 
’ . F aaztier ly. pe 
fe as proviaea oY section (O2\(i)\4) O4 


jl Rights Act of 1964, as amended, L2 U.S.C. 


of Title VIT, you may, within 
iyt of tnis Notice, institute a civil action 
strict Court having jurisdiction over your 


comence judicial action, you must do 30 
this letter or you will lose 


2c Title Vil. 


nted by cou.sel and you are unable to obtain 
y, in ita discretion, appoint an attorney to 


cerning your legal rifnts or have 
in court, please contact Mr. 


a 


»* 74) 
se at (212) 264-3644. 


EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(746) 842 - $170 


Re: 


WOTICK OF 
WILLS 


—-—_ 


In Case No. TBU3 0173 before the Equal Enployment Opportunity 
Commission, Unitod Staves Government. 


Ellen Michelson 
Vv. 
Lawyorn Cooperative Publicning Company 

YOU ARE WeRresY NOTITI£D THAT s 

WHEREAS, this Cosmission has not filed a civil action with 
renpect to your charge as provided oy sectson 706(F)(1) of 
Title VII of tne Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 12 U.S.C. 
2000e et seq; and, 

WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you are & party; 


6( £ Jitle VII, you may, within 
90 days of your receipt of tnis ho 


ice, institute a civil «tion 
in the United States District Cour aving juriodiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to commence judicial action, you must do s0 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue uncer Gitle Vil. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 


counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an attorney to 
represent you. 


Snould you have any question concerning your legal rignts or have 
any difficulty filing your case in court, please contact tr. 
Kenneth iicCulioch of our Regional Office at (212) 26h-3044. 


Af LDR 
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ane 


LLOYD Ge Joruly ct Director “ieT> 
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Wh yy EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 


SF i MS. Ae 1 WEST GENESEE STR ct 
a aad | WULFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842. 5170 


Ne: 
NOTICE OF _ EL uz 
; Wisilii, Sv DAY 


In Case No. TBU3 O17 vefore the Hyual Raploynent Opportunity 


Commission, United States Government. 


Lawyers Cooperative Vubliching Conpany 


eure 


YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT: 

WHEREAS, this Cosmicsion ! not filed a civil action with 
respect to your charge as provicvd by section 706(f£){1) of 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 196l,, an amended, 1,2 U.S.C. 
2000e et seq; and, 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you are a party; 


THEREFORE, Pursuant to @706(F) of Title VII, you may, within 
90 days of your receipt of this Notice, institute a civil action 
in the United States District Court having jurisdiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to commence judicial action, you must do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your ris‘it to sue under Title Vil. 

4 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 
counsel, the Court way, in its discretion, wppoint an attorney to 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerming; your legal rights or have 


eny difficulty filing your case in court, please contact Mr. 
Kenneth McCullock of our Regional Office at (212) 264-3514. 
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EGL L EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 

2 BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 

(746) 642 - 5170 


NOTICE OF 


In Cane No. T3U2 0175 before th.. Equal Zaployuwent Opportunity 
Cocmission, United States Government. 
Margrot Moulton 
v. 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 


YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT: 
WHEREAS, tr Covmmission has not filed a civil action with 
respect to your c ,@ ag provided by aection 706(f)(1) of 


Witle VII of the Gavil Rignts Act of 1.64, ae amended, 2 U.S.C. 
2000e et seq; and, 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you aro 4@ party; 


THEREFORE, Pursuant to 6706(F) of Title VII, you may, within 
90 dayo of your receipt of t 
in the United States District 
case, 


4 
+ 

rT + no 4 v4 ita - 14 7 “ <4 = 

+Ovace, snetvitvuce &@ Civili action 


oust having jurisdiction over your 


r 
Qa 


Should you deciads ic comsence judicial action, you must do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue under Title VII. 


you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 


counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an attorney to 
reprenent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your legal risnta or have 


any difficulty filing your case in court, please contact Mr. 
Kenneth McCulloch of our Regional Office at (212) 264-36l4. 


SGAQ QM ATE, 


LLOYD G, ‘“tubi, District Lirector DaAlis 


¢ 
EXHIBIT A 4 %O 


EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMIS SSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 642 - 5170 


In Case No.7T3U3 0176 before 
Commission, United States Govern: 


Lawyexa Cooperative Puolisning Cospany 


YOU ARS HEAPDY NOTIFIED THAT: 
WiiiuaASs , 

respect to your chazge 

Title VII of the Civil 

2000e ct sea; and, 


with 
JOs(i (lL) of 
Rights Act of 1961:, as envahads 42 U.S.C. 


WHEREAS, this Comniesion has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you aro @ party; 


THEREFORE, Pursuant to §706(F) of Title VII, you may, within 


90 days of your receipt of this Notice, inatitute a civil action 


in the United States District Court having jurisdiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to cornenso judicial action, you must do so 
within 90 days of the rece2 + of this letter ux yuu wili LOGE 
your right to sue 


If you are not repres sented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 
counsel, the Court may 


in ita discretion, appoint on attormey to 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your legal rights or have 
ony difficulty filing your case in court,. please ss Mee 
Kenneth licCulloch of our Regional Office at (212) 26 
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LI©YD Troyp G. 3: 2eLL, District Darector 
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842 - 5170 


In Case No. TBU3 before the Equal Enployment Opportunity 


e 
Commission, United States Government. 


Virginia Sweeney 
Ve 
Lawyexre Cooperative Puolishning Cenpany 


YOU ARE HERBY NOTIFIED 


nm 
a 


ssa 


WHEREAS, this Commission nas not filed a civil action with 
respect to your charge as provided by section 706(f£)(1) of 
64, aS emended, 42 U.S.C. 
2000e et coq; and, 
WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you are a paity; 


THEREFORE, Pursuant to §706(F) of Title VII, you may, within 
90 days of your reccipt of this Notice, institute a civil action 
in the United States District Court having jurisdiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to commence judicial action, you mat do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue under Title Vil. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 


counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an attormey +o 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your legal rigate c 
any difficulty filing your case in court, please contac‘ 
Kenneth McCulloch of our Regional Office at (212) 26 


oo 


LLOYD G. GaLL, District Director DATS 
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Staternent of Purpose 


(Adopted at the Organizing conference ia Wanhington, D, 
October 2%, 1966) 


We, men and wornen who hereby constiture Ourselves as the National Organization 


for Worren, believe that the tirme hus come fora new movement tuward true 
equality for all women tn Ame fica, and tuward a fully equal partnership of tne 
Mexes, af part uf the worid-wide reve son Of human ¢ Abts now ta! ing plice 


within and beyond our nation tl borders, 


The pirpose of NOW ia to take action to bring women into foll participation in the 


Mmeainetream of Atmericaun sucrety now, exercising ull the privileges and 


Fespocsitilaties thereaf in truly equal pactnership with mena, 


We believe the time hay Come to mave beyond the abstract argument, discussion 
and symposia over the stetua and scecial nature of women which hag raved in 
Amer.ca in recent years: the time has come tu confront, with concrete Action, the 
Conditions that now prevent women from enjoying the equality of Opportunity and 
freedorn of Choice whicit is their right, au individual Ame ricans, and as human 
beings, 


NOW is dedicated to the proposition that women, first and foremost, are human 
beings, who, like all or 1eF MPeocie in our soctety, must have the chance to develop 
their fullest human Potential, Was believe that women Can achieve such equality 
only by ac: epting to the full the challenpes and ce Svonsibilities they share with all 
Other people in our aociety, as part of tire decision-rnaking mainstream of 
American political, economic and social life, . 


We organize tO initiate or supnort actinn, nationally, or an an Art of this n; ion, 
F yp 
b individuals OF OTpanizations, to break throuyh the silken curtain of prejudice 
, I 3 
and disc eirnination ehalnst women in #overnment, industcy, the Professions, the 
churches, the political parties, the Judiciary, the labor unions, in education, 


science, Medicine, law, religion and every other field of importance in Arnerican 
@ociety. 


Enormov changes taking place in our SOCiecty make irs 


velly 
mece is thee Cor Untinigned revolution of wornen toward true equality, now, 


With a life *pan lesthened ty nearly 75 years itis no ler fer either necessya ry or 
possible for women te devore the preater part of there Jive to child. rexernyy; yer 
childbearing and rearing which Continues to bea Most important part of most 

women's lives--sutill is used ty yosufy bar rin weinen from equal professional and 


economic partic petition and udvance, 


Today's techaoluyy has ceduced m retolthe productive chores which wornen once 


Performed iy the hore and in M4asS-proaduction industries based upon rou 


unsbhitled Jabor. This IMe technolousy b Tually ellinated the Quality of 


muscular strenpth as a Criterion for filling MOS? Jobs, while citensif 


ne 


ying Avertcan 


tadustry's need for creative intelligence. In view of this new induste.ol 


revolution 
Created hb, autuemation in tie mid-twentieth century, wormen can and muse 
Participate in old end new frelds of society in full eqivelity--or become 


permanent 
Outsiders, 


Spot ree nyt ema 


Despite all the talk about the status of American wornen in recent years 


is 
position of women in the United § 


ates has declined 


dnd iu declining, te. 
degree throughout the 1950's and 'L0s 


» Although 46.4%. of all American , 
between the aves of 16 and 65 now wock outside the hor 


¢e, the overwhe!:, 
76%--are in routine clerical, sales, or factory jobs, of th 


cleaning women, hospital a ndants. 


‘ 
are hous. 
About two-thirds of Neyeo worn 


in the lowest pard service occupations, Working women are becoriuny i 


not less--caoncentrated on the Lottum of the job fader, As &@ CONSE EE, 


. . 
woinen workecs tocay carn on the average only 60% of what men earn, « 


pap has t 


' 
en increasing over the past twenty-five yearea in every mia 
In 1964, of all women with 


‘el 
a yearly income, 69% earned under $5,009 » 
all full-time year round women workers earned less than $43,690; onty ! 


tirme year youn?! women workers had an annual inceme of $10,000 of + 


Further, with higher education increasingly essential in today's socies 


women are entering and finishing collece or porny on to graduate of pr 


school, Today, women carn only one in three of the B.A. 's and MLA 
one in ten of the Ph. D's, 


‘ 


Jn all the professions co importance to society, andin the ese 


of industry and yovernment, wornen are losing pround. Where they 2-- 


only a token handful Women comprise tess than 1% of federal yudue 
ail lawyers; 7% of doctors, Yet women represent 52% of the VU, 

ine reasingly, men are rey lacing women in the to in 
elementary sch in focial work, and in libraries--once thought t- 
Official pronouncements of the advance in the status of women hide r 
of this dangerous cecline, but the tact that nothing is being done to s* 
excellent reports of the President's Carnrnission on the Status of Wo- 
State Commissions have not been fully umplersented. Such Comrmniss..- 
only to advise. They have no power to enforce their recommendatiors 
the freedom to orpaunize Armerican women and tnen ta peess for action <- 
reports of these Comnvussions have, however, created a basis upon «>. .- 
possible to build, 


Discrimination in employment on the basis of sex is now prohibited bs 
Tithe VIl of the Covil Rights Act of 1964. But although nearly one-tn:+- 
brought before the Equa! Eniployment Opportunity Commission during 
year dealt with sex d:acrirnination and the proportion :5 increasing Gr 
the Comenission has not nicde cleae its intention to enfurce the law w 
Same seriousness on behalf of wornen as of other victims of dise rimin 
Many of these cases were Negro wornen, who are the victirns of the « 
discrimination of race and sex, Until now, too few women's orpaniza 
official spokesmen have been willing lo speak out ayainst there dance => 
women. Too many women have been restrained by the fear of being «. 
“feminist.” 


There is no civil cights movement to speak tor women, a6 there has 
Negroes and other victims of discrimination, The National Orpanizat 
Women must therefore bepin to spread, 

‘ . 
WE BELIEVE that the power ot American tia, and the protection ous 
the U.S. Conatitution to the civil ciphes Gf all individuals, must fer ofics 


applied and enforced to wolate and remove pattecns of sex discrimina 


THE NATIONAL ONCANIZATION FOR WOMEN (NOW) 


tocceccccceed 


ensure equality of onportunity in ernplayment and education, and equality of civil 
and political rights and responsibilities on behalf of wornen, as well as for 
Negroes and cther deprived groups. 


We realize that women's problems are linked to many broader questions oF svcial 
justice; their solution will require concerted action by inany groups. Thereiore, 


convinced that human rights for all ace indivisible, we exnect to Hive active 


Support to the comencn cause of equal rights for all thouve who suffer discrimination 
and Ceprivation, and we call upon other orpanizations committed to such puals to 
Support our efforts toward equality for wotnen. 


WE DO NOT ACCEPT the toren appointment of a few wornen to high-level positions 
in povernment and industry as 4 substitute for a serious continuing effort ta cecruit 


and advance wamen according to their individual abilities. th er eure 


American poverninent and inmiustry to rootilize the vaine resources of inpenuity and 


cotminand with which they have solved problems of far greater difficulty ¢ 


han those 


now Srapeding the proyzresa of wornen, 
‘ 


WE BELIEVE that this nation hus a capacity at least as great as other: 
innovate new Boccia: anutitutiuns which will enable women : y true 
Opportunity and responsibility in society, without conflict with their responsibilities 


ae mothers and horremakers. In such innovations, America does not lead the 
' 


Weatern world, but lacs hy decades behind many European countries, We do not 


eccept the traditional asaumetion that 4 woman has to choose between marri tue and 


invtherhocd, un the one hand, and serious participation in industry of the 


professions on the other, We question the present expectation that all norn 


women will retire from sob or profession for 19 or 15 years, to devote their full time 


to raising children, only to reenter the job market ata relatively minor tevel. This 
in iteelf, is a deterrent to the aspirations of women 


» to their acceptance into 
Management or professional training courses, and to the very coxsibility of 


equality of opportunity or real choice, for all but a few wormen. Above all, we 


reject the ausumption that these problemas are the unique responsibility of each 


individual women, rather than a basic social dilernma which socie ty must solve, 


True equality of opportunity and freedom of choice for women requires such 


Practical, and pousibte innovations as a nationwide network of child-care centers, 


which will rake it uanecessary for wornen to retire completely [rom suciety until 


their children are grown, and national proyrarans to provide retraining for women 


who have chosen to care for their own children full-time, 


WE BELIEVE that it is as essential for every girl to be educated to her full 
potential of hurnan ability as itis for every boy--with the knowledve that such 
education is the key to effective narticination in toda 


anny Had tene 7 
Riri as for boy, ecucation can only be serious where there is expectation that it will 
be used in society, We belicve that Arnericun educators are capeole of devisin 


& 
means of imparting such expectations to pirl students. 


Moreover, we consider the 
decline int proportion of women receiving higher and orolessianal 
evidence of discrimination. 


tcation to be 


This discrimination may take the form of Guvtss Apainst 


the admission of wornen tu colleges, and professional schoo lack of ceocoucravement 
by parent~ counsellors and educators; d=mat of loans or fellowshins; or the 


traditiona: oF arbitrary procedures in graduate and professional training yeared in 


terms of men, which inudvertently discriminate ayvainst women, We belreve that the 


earre s€eiaus attention must Se given to hiyn school Crapouts who ure Birls Aas to buys, 


l L (HOW). eecceceeed 


THE tiA rlONAL OPRGANIZATION FOR WOME 
eee 


WE RE.JECT the current assuraptions that 


a'man must carey the sole burden of 
supporteng mimself, bis wife, 


and family, and that a woman ts 


automatically entitled 
to lifelong support by a mean UF on hee 


inarriaye, Of That INATHIALS, home and famualy 
ld and respongibility--hees, 
We believe that a true partoer 


are primacily woman's wor to donimate--tis lo support. 
hip between the sexes deanands 


a diiferent concept of 
marrage, an equitable sharing ofthe re 


} 

reponsitalsties of home and echuldeeo and of 
thea economic burdens of their support, We believe thal proper recognmilon should be 
te the eronernse And roctal value of bfiewak ing end cinldscare. bo these ends, 
eek lo open so Tee nation Of laws And Mares Kove ening MBE Keay S Areal 


divorce, fur we believe that t current viate of “hall-equslity” ls tween the sexes 
discriminates Against both tf and ‘women, andis the cause of much unnecessary 


hostility between the sexes, 


be ' 
WE BELIFLVE that women 


must now exercise their political riyhts and responsibilities 
Shey wnust refuse to be anegrezated on the Gasiy of sex into 
-equal ladies’ auxiliacies 

dernand representation eccor 


as American citizens. 


seprrate-and-not in the political parties, and they must 
ding to their numbers in the regularly ¢ onstituted partly 
eammittecs--at local, state, and national levels--ana in the infor rower 
structure, participating {uiiy in the selection of candidates and (* 


decision- 
making, and running for office 


thernselves. 


IN THE INTERESTS OF THE 


HUMAN DIGNITY OF WOMEN, we will protest, 
and endeavor to change, 


the false image of wotnen now prevalent in the mass 


ceremomes, laws, and practices of o 
institutions. Such images 


media, and in the texts, ur major social 
re roetuate contempt for wormen by sQciety and by 
We are similarly opposed to all polic 


; jen and r-actices-- 
in church, state, colleye, factory, or office--which, 


women luc themselves. 


in the yuise of pe. ectiveness, 
but also foster in wornen seil-derni 
‘and evasion of responsibility, & 


not only deny opportunities qration, dependence, 
ndermine there confidence in their own abilities and 
foster conternpt for wornen, 


NOW WILL HOLD ITSELF INDEPENDE 


IT OF ANY POLITICAL PARTY in order 
to mobilize the political powe 


c of all women anc men intent on our godle. We will 
strive to eneure that no purty, candidate, president, senavtor, governor, 
ictal wno betrays oF ignores the 


equality between the sexes ta elect 


congressman, or any puilie off principle of full 
ed or appointed to office. if itas mecessacy Co 
INOLIVLE bee = t oarsen who ie eve in our Cause, In order to win for 


ly free and equal human VeIngs, 


women the final right to be ful 
ourselves. 


WE BO Ltd 


WE BELIEVE THAT women will do most to create 
now, and by speaking ont in behalf of their © 
dignity--not in pleas for » 


victions of the current, half-eouality Urtween the 


a new image of women by acting 
wh equality, freedom, and huann 


pecial privilege, MOF Wn enraity toward men, who are also 


sexeu--but in An active, sell- 
partnersinj with men. Ry so comp, wor 
their own ability ts deters 


respecting en will develop confidence in 


sine actively, 1 partnership 


with men, the conJditions of 
their life, their chorces there 


fulurce atin & ic seciety 


- Gbetdae 


YXHIBIT 


[Filed 11/8/73] 
1 THE UNITED STATES DI 


"RTCT' 


MARY NACE 
GRICE, PASTA 
ELL! 4ICti 
MARGA! 

VIRGI 

CHAPTE! I 
OF WOMEN, 


Defendant. 


ee ee eee 


MOTION TO FILE PRIOR 
CURIAE IN CIV ACT 
238 AS A COMPANION 


The United States Equ: Employment Opportunity Commission, 
through under-signed couns hereby moves this Court to 


. - > . ’ . . . . . . 
and include prior brief amicus curiae in Civil Action x 


7°70 


? the following 
The Equa] 

the agency 

nistration, 

Tit < VII of the 


& 320002 


(wiarcn 2h, 


The Commissi 
sented in 
may bring 
its members-- 


curiae. { sommniss 

views of the Conmmissic i shat “i: should 
be read as companion brief in the above 
cited case. 


Where f¢ 


annilvine 
aOpvly ine 


Respectfully submitted, 


WILLIAM A. CAREY 
General Counsel 


JOSEPH T. EDDINS, 
ASSOCIATE GEUERAL 


BEATRICE ROSENSERG 
CHARLES L. RETSCHEL 


-f 
- Ga Re 
fo ert a. Le 
ELSA Din GLASS 
Attorneys 


=o 


EQUAL EMPLOYIEUT CPPONTUL 
COMMISSION 

1800 G Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20506 


November 7, 1973 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT 


MARY NAGE RICE, 
PASHA BA! 1 MICHELSON, 


ELIZABETH 
BEVERLY If 


and GENESEE VALLEY TER S 
NATIONAL ORGANTZ:! PW 


Plainti Lie, 
Ve 


THE LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 


COMPANY 


Defendant. 


ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO 
FORMER AMICUS BRIEF AS 


COMPANION BRitt Tit ABOVE 


The Motion of the United States Equal Employment Opportunit 


Commission, having filed a previous brief in Civil Actior 


and requesting that said brief be considered 


It is Ordered that the United States 


Opportunity Commission is hereby granted leave to incorporate } r 


brief amicus curiae to said cited case. 


Dated this 1973. 


DISTRICT OF KEW 


COURT 


uN a a a ee ee ee 


as 


Equal 


YOR! 


Than 


filed 


Employme 


FOR 


rtunity 

No. 1973-238 
in this 
nt 


vs |] x 


[Filed 3/25/74] 


MARCARST | Ppt Sh 


east 
WAIISA 


LATYZRS CCOPZRATIVS PUBLISHING COMPANY, 


ToS 
anc herariow 


Defendant 


Enmnelyn Logan-3 
19 Arnold Park 
Rochester, N.Y. 
Attorney for pla 


Niston, Wars: 
Lincoln 73 
Pocr2ste: 
Attorn2ys 
(John 3B. 


Slsa Dis Glass 
Washington, D.«. 

Attornsy ior 1 : loyment Cprortun 
Conmission (amicus i 


1973 


Defendant by motion filed October 15, 


moves to dismiss the complaint. The motion has been 


submitted on written memoranda. 


SO O2DRR=D. 
f 


{ : 
~ @ “e 


HAZOLD 
united States 


Ce 
March ~ 2, 1974. 


— 


[Filed 2/6/75] 


Motion to Intervene of Equal Employment Opporturity Commission is 


reproduced supra at p. 245 


[Filed 2/10/7L, 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
"FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


. MARY NAGEOTTE, GENESEE VALLEY CHAPTER 
OF THE NATIONAL ORGANIZATION. FOR WOMEN et al. 


Oe Net ee et Se 


Plaintiffs, AFFIRMATION 


: and , IN SUPPORT OF 
: EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION APPLICATION 
| Applicants for Intervention, FOR INTERVENTION 
; Vs. Civil Action No. 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHINC 1973 - 346 


Defendant. 


ee a ee ee ee ee 


Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin, under penalties of perjury, 
;} affirms the following: 
: 1. I am an attorney at law duly licensed to practice 
*my profession in the State of New York. I am admitted to the 
, bar of this court. I am the attorney for the plaintiffs in the 
; above noted lawsuit. This affirmation is submitted in support of 
the motion of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to 
intervene in this lawsuit and to add all parties plaintiff in 


this lawsuit and in, Loughney and Genesee Valley Chapter of the 


| 
| 


’ Nationa) Organization for Women vs. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 


* Company as plaintiffs in Blowers, individuall) and on behalf of 


all other persons similarly situated vs. Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 


lishing Company et al., as previously requested by all plaintiffs 
in this and the Loughney case by motion made in the Blowers case o 
April 6, 1973. 

2. ‘she reasons for the court's granting the application 


of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission to intervene in thi 


m= me ew co we PQ + +. 


lawsuit and in the Loughney lawsuit and for the court's granting 


the previous motion, April 6, 1973, to make all parties in the 


Blowers, Loughney and Hageotte cases named plaintiffs in one class 


action lawsuit are sct forth in the Separately filed Affirmation 


,in Support of Application for Intervention, dated February 7, 1975. 


a copy of that affirmation is attached hereto and made a part 
‘hereof as exhibit A. 
For these reasons, plai iffs respectfully request that 
. | 
ithe co.."t grant the application of the Equ Employment Opportunity 
sonmndes ton to interven: in this lawsuit and the motion that all 
' 


parties in this lawsuit and the Loughney itigation be added as 


i:mamed plaintiffs in the owers litiprat with thi 
c =! 


A 
i 


mn 


ebruary 7, 1975 


ochester, New York 


. 5 Exhibit A is reproduced supra at p. 410 
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t [Filed 2/20/75] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


: OPPOSITION TO 
ike MOTION TO 
: INTERVENE 
LAWYERS CO-OPERATIVE PUBLISHING am 


|] 

Plaintiffs, AFFIDAVIT IN 
1 

it 

| 

} COMPANY, INC., : CIV 1973-346 


Defendant. 
| 


STATE OF NEW YORK: 
COUNTY OF MONROE : SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER: 


| 
' 
x 
MARY NAGFHOTTE, et al, | 
' 
DONALD S. BENNETT, being duly sworn, deposes and ; 
1. I am a Vice President and Director of Personnel 
of Th. Lawyers Co-Operative Publishing Company and am familiar 
with tne facts of this action. 
2. At no time has the United States Equal Employment | 
Opportunity Commission investigated any charge of Yt ere 


mt rT ai es et | a A . r ge ae Bree OR fal 
aoe tee eee Ld Stiddiyg COmpaily. 


‘ ° 
Employment Opportunity Commission has ever contacted me or any 
other representative of The Lawyers Co-Operative Publishing 
Company with reference to sex discrimination charges pending 


before the EEOC or now pending before the United States rf st: e 


Court for the Western District of New York, 


including the 


charges of the plaintiffs herein. 


Sworn to before me this 


(3 day of February, 1975 
Jf TF. Alan Lerk : W.F 


BENNETT 


| 

| 

agains 3 

| 3. No representative of the United States Equal i 


pf PrarldS Consett 
| 


[Filed 2/24/75] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTLRY DISTRICT Gi UW YORK 


os 


MARY RAGZOTTE, 


Plaintix£é 


- VB ~ CIVIL 1573-346 


LAWYERS COOPERAT'LVE PUPLISUING COMPANY, 
LWiCes 


afendant 


Mmaelyn S. Loqan-Paldwin 
$10 Powers Ruilding 
Rechester, Wee 14614 
Attorney for plaintif£fé 


Nixon, Hargrave, Davans & Doyle 
Lincoln First Tower 

. ' Rochester, N.Y. 14603 
Attorneys for Ceiendant 


Charlyn J. Bugs 
Trial Attorncy 
Tyual i=ployment Opsortunity Commission 


WANG »- 
SINE 6 BAN ene et eae a ave. suc, iNattec 


Washington, D.C. 20506 


‘ 


- | By written motion filed February 6, 1975. 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission moves for leave 
to intervene as a party plaintiff. The motion is in ail 
respects denied in the exercise of discretion. See 
decision of this date in Blowers va. Lawyers Cooperative 


Publishing Company, Inc., et al., Civil 1973-47. 


a~ 2 = 


&0 ORDERED, P 
ne ) (2 uke 


BRAROLD P, BURKE 
United States District Judge 


February Z[, 1975. 


= 


UNITED 
JEFODER 


TES a eee 


— LAE ere a b:ed-2A0/76i a Lar acs 
MARY NAGCOTTE NCENZA LINDA GRICE, PASCHA BAKER, 
PAT PRUSAX : ar MT Cit : one = 

MARGRE ‘ 


ROTI CE 


APPEAL 


CIVIL 
NO. 


THE LAWYEF 


vefendant. 


Plaintiffs Mary Ne otte, Vincenz 


, 


Baker, Pat Prusak, Ellen 


ACT TC 


Moulton, Beverly Neatrour, Virginia Sweeney and Genesee Valley 


Chapter of the National Organization for Women, hereby appeal 


from the order and memorandum decision of the 

P. Burke, dated February 21, 1975, and denying the motion of 
Equal Employment Opoortunity Commission to intervene in this 
Plaintiffs appeal on the facts and the law and from each and 


part of said order denying intervention. 


510 Powers 
Rochester, 
Tele: 716 


March Li, LTS 


eve! 


ee ee 


STATES DISTRICT COURT 
» Wi DISTRICT OF 


OWERS, individually and on behalf 
“Yr persons similarly situated, 


Piaintif¢e’, 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COL IPANY, et al 
2 - 


Defendants 


HHRRERKXHSEHKHKRHKRHYE RXR RERKKRKKXK KHER RERKRHREKKHHHREHXBE x # 


PATRICIA LOUGHNEY, et al 


Plaintiffs, 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISIIING COMPANY, 


Defendant 


HRKKRKAKA RR RARE RH HAX RAR AAS KKRRKKKSHKRKRRHEKREREHE 


MARY NAGEOTT 
Plaintiffs, 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY 


Defendant 


EULA LEE 
OF ALL 


r 
MO, 
»a 


OTHER PERSONS 
=o 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, 


Complaint filed January 29, 1973 


q v 
oummnor 


nee al a pliant een tR . 
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Notice of Motion of Equal Employment Opportunity Commis 
to appear amicus curiae, dated Jul} esx, 2973 


Dec*sion and Order of the Honorable Harold P. Burke, 
dé d November 6, 1973 


Defendants' answer and first interrcgatories, dated 
January 8, 1974 


Plaintiffs' Notice of Motion dated February 8, 1974 
Plaintiffs' Notice to Produce, dated February 8, 1974 
Plaintiffs' Notice of Deposition, dated Fehrmiary 8, 297% 
Defendants' Notice of Motion, dated February tS. 3975 
Plaintiffs’ reply affirmation dated February 22, 1974 


Defendants' response to Notice to Produce, dated 
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Defendants' affidavit, dated January 29, 1975 
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Order and decision of the Honorable Harold P. Burke, 
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Summons 
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to file brief amicus curiae, dated November 7, 1973 
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Order granting amicus curiae status to Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, dated hovember 18, 1973 


Order and decision of the Honorable Harold P. Burke, 
dated March 25, 1974 


Defendant's answer dated April 8, 1974 


Notice of Motion of Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
to intervene, filed February 6, 1975 


Plaintiffs'affirmation,dated rebruary 7, 1975 


> 
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Defendant's ‘fidavit, dated February 


Order and decision of the Honorable Haro] *. Burke, 
dated February el. £975 


Plaintiffs' Notice of Appeal, dated 
Transcript of Proceedings, 


iranscript of Proceedings, 


Plaintiffs’ Exhibits 


G 


Defendants' Exhibit 2 
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EMMELY 


Counsel for Plainti 

4 4 a P 
510 Rowers Bi Lding, 
Rochestd4r., New Vari rher 


Telephone: 716/232-2292 


April 24, 1975 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


It is hereby certified that copies of the attached 


Joint Appendix in three volumeshave this day been mailed 


, 


postage-prepaid,to the following counse’” record. 


EMMELYN S. LOGAN-BALDWIN, Esq. 
510 Powers Building 
Rochester, New York 14614 


JOHN B. McCRORY, Esq. 
JAMES H. MORGENSTERN, Esq. 
NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS 

& DOYLE 
Lincoln First Tower 
Rochester, New i 14602 
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placa tv BhA<d1— 
/ JAMES P. SCANLAN 
\ BAtorney 

~ EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

COMMISSION 
2401 E Street, N.W. 


Washington, D. C. 20506 


May 30, 1975 


